FEASIBLE 

MISUNDERSTANDING 


THE CLARKE A. SANFORD LECTURES 
ON LOCAL GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITY LIFE 



A recipe for violence: Promise a lot; deliver a little. Lead 
people to believe they will be much better off, but let 
there be no dramatic improvement. Try a variety of 
small programs, each interesting but marginal in im- 
pact and severely underfinanced. Avoid any attempted 
solution remotely comparable in size to the dimen- 
sions of the problem you are trying to solve. Have 
middle-class civil servants hire upper-class student 
radicals to use lower-class Negroes as a battering ram 
against the existing local political systems; then com- 
plain that people are going around disrupting things 
and chastise local politicians for not cooperating with 
those out to do them in. Get some poor people in- 
volved in local decision-making, only to discover that 
there is not enough at stake to be worth bothering 
about. Feel guilty about what has happened to black 
people; tell them you are surprised they have not re- 
volted before; express shock and dismay when they 
follow your advice. Go in for a little force, just enough 
to anger, not enough to discourage. Feel guilty again; 
say you are surprised that worse has not happened. 
Alternate with a little suppression. Mix well, apply a 
match, and run. . . . 
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FOREWORD 


Clarke A. Sanford of Margaretville, New York, sought 
to make local government more effective so that it 
could be responsive to human needs. Being oriented 
to the solution of human problems, he worked to make 
local government competent to this task. Equally im- 
portant to him was the need to be solicitous^^^^^^^^^ 
dual rights and liberties. 

The columns of The CatskUl Jdountain News, which 
he edited and published for sixty years, were used not 
only to urge local governments to modernize, but to 
ehcourage Federal and state governments really to 
apply "creative federalism” all the way down to the 
local level. Having served as mayor of his small up- 
state New York village and as a member of nunaer-' 
ous governmental and voluntary local, regional and 
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national boards, he fully appreciated the necessity and 
desirability of utilizing modern technology and meth- 
ods to enrich the quality of rural life. 

The Clarke A. Sanford Lectures on Local Govern- 
ment and Community Life, established at the State 
University Agricultural and Technical College at Delhi, 
New York, by his son, Roswell Sanford, and by his 
close friend, Armand G. Erpf, a senior partner of Loeb, 
Rhoades and Company, New York, will over the years 
encourage and promote scholarship and research in 
broad areas of local government and community life. 
This volume by Daniel P. Moynihan is the first of what 
will be a continuing series of books growing out of the 
Sanford Lectures. Each, we hope, will be a significant 
contribution to social science. 

When Dr. Moynihan delivered the annual Clarke A. 
Sanford Lecture at the State University Agricultural 
and Technical College at Delhi, New York, in 1967, he 
discussed the ‘'war on poverty.’' Since that time, events 
have unfortunately confirmed his view, which he has 
elaborated in this book. 

Many of us who shared in the formation and the 
running of local community action agencies have been 
both frustrated and dismayed. What was to have been 
a “grass roots” war on poverty, sensitive and responsive 
to local need, emerged instead as a rigid program, 
directed all too frequently by inexperienced and arro- 
gant bureaucrats who couldn’t care less about local 
conditions and problems. 

Why has the poverty program fallen so short of its 
goal? What went wrong? In the following pages. Dr. 
Moynihan provides a significant part of the answer. 
While some may take exception to his conclusions, 
others, like myself, having experienced the ordeal, will 
find themselves in substantial agreement. More im- 
portant, however, is the lesson Dr. Moynihan contends 
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social science must consider if we are to profit front 
this ill-fated experience. To avoid similar pitfalls, 
social scientists must have ptore reU^le^^ d 
advocating and insisting upon the adaption of theo- 
retical solutions for social and econontlc ills v Tamper- 
ing with the social and political processes without 
adequate objective data, as we have witnessed in th^ 
case of the poverty program, often leads to disastrous 
results. 


Seldon M. Kruger 

PROFESSOR AND CHAIRMAN 
GENERAL STUDIES DIVISION 
state UNIVERSITY AGRICULTURAL AND 
TECHNICAL C OLLEGE AT DELHI’ NEW YORK 




PREFACE 


This essay was originally prepared as the Clarke A. 
Sanford Lecture on Local Government and Commuii- 
ity Life and delivered at the Delhi Agricultural and 
Technical College of the State University of New York 
in the late spring of 1967. Although at that time the 
course of events leading to a downgrading of the com- 
munity action programs of the “war on poverty'' 
seemed already set — a theme of the lecture having 
been the near inevitability of this development, given 
the flawed beginnings of the program — a measure of 
prudence suggested that a published version await the 
final action of Congress on the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1967. In a limited sense it can be said there was 
no need for such caution. Events proceeded much as 
could have been, and in this case was, anticipated. 

ix 
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(Political scientists, like politicians, can occasionally 
discern the unavoidable when it is not too far ahead in 
the fog. ) In a different perspective, however, the year 
that has intervened from the first to the present ver- 
sion of the manuscript has added a dimension of 
symbolic significance to this subject that may enhance 
its interest. 

My subject is the origin, nature, and internal con- 
tradictions of a great national effort at social change 
conceived under the administration of John F. Ken- 
nedy and brought to fruition under that of Lyndon B. 
Johnson. When I first took it up, that effort seemed 
faltering, but the administration itself seemed securely 
in power, and the national initiatives begun in the 
early 1960’s seemed likely to persist for something like 
their appointed time. But within twelve months it all 
had ended. The President had, in effect, resigned his 
office, giving as his reason the belief that his continued 
presence would only enhance the divisiveness and 
rising level of internal conflict that characterized the 
times. An administration that hardly months earlier 
had held out, and genuinely believed in, the prospect of 
unprecedented national consensus, a twentieth century 
era of good feeling that would heal at last some of the 
most serious of the many wounds that the American 
peoples have inflicted on one another in the course of 
forming the nation, was forced to leave office before 
further, more grievous — some would even predict 
fatal — injury was done. In the language of continen- 
tal politics, the regime was toppled. Nothing quite like 
this had ever occurred in American history. 

An incident in the spring of 1968 summed matters 
up. Seeking to attend the funeral of the Cardinal Arch- 
bishop of New York, the President of the United States 
arrived in the city under the cloak of “extraordinary 
secrecy,'' as the New York Times had it, and departed 
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by way of a rear exit of St. Patrick's Cathedral: dread- 
ing the confrontation with an outraged element of the 
populace that might await him on Fifth Avenue. Clear- 
ly at the national level the quest for consensus had failed. 

Clearly it had failed also at the level of local affairs* 
The seven-year span that had seen the establishmeht 
of community action programs in over one thousand 
American cities (and in some rural areas) had wit- 
nessed also a rise of internal conflict and violence that 
in truth was without precedent in American experi- 
ence. (The labor violence of the I870*s and 1830's 
was never so widespread. In the nineteenth century, 
urban turbulence in the form of street fighting arid 
crime was general enough, but had no symbolic dr 
ideological coherence. The Civil War was, in truth, 
what the South continues to call it, a War Between 
the States, that is to say between organized and dis- 
ciplined polities in which internal dissent was largely 
confined to accepted political processes.) Crime, pre- 
sumedly one of the first signs of a deteriorating com- 
munity, was very probably rising during this period, 
and the public perception of it was rising even faster. 
Rioting by urban Negroes became endemic, starting iri 
New York the riation's cultufal capital, in the sumnier 
of 1963, and reaching the political capital in Wash- 
ington four years later. Political assassination becanie 
an ominous political problem, directed first to Negro 
civil rights leaders, next to the Presidency itself, and 
then by a process of diffusion to politically active dr 
symbolic persons generally. The heft of it would seem 
to be that the events of a decade that had begun with 
the utmost promise that America, one of the few, one 
of the oldest, and incomparably the most powerful 
of the world democracies, would grow in strength and 
internal cohesion and was likely at any moment, in- 
deed, to be suffused with a spirit of enterprise and dar- 
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ing such that history would look to it as a golden age, 
the events of that decade had progressed from vision 
to nightmare. The great Republic had — incredibly, 
monstrously — been brought to the point of instability. 

It is not yet clear whether we shall once again take 
charge of events as it seemed for a moment we were 
doing. ( Or if that is never more than illusion, whether 
things in some random fashion will simply start to go 
our way again.) But surely it is the responsibility of 
those who would take part in those events to try to 
understand them. Not, as Sydney Smith would have 
said, with any very great expectation of success, but 
rather as a kind of moral discipline. Who would hope 
in any final or even intermediary sense to understand 
politics, which is to say to understand men? What one 
can hope for, however, is that in the day-to-day life of 
politics those wielding power will seek to think as 
best they can about the events in which they are 
caught up. That is to say, that they will be serious 
about assembling such facts as can be had, will com- 
pare them with what, if anything, is known of the 
past, will consider likely events of the future, and, 
above all, will try to be clear in their own meaning and 
will seek to understand clearly the meaning of others. 
This will seem an observation of almost daring ba- 
nality to some, but after fifteen years of involvement 
in or with local, state, and national government, I 
must say that these are qualities more rare than they 
need be, and perhaps especially so among liberals 
intent on desirable social change. Wishing so many 
things so, we all too readily come to think them not 
only possible, which very likely they are, but also near 
at hand, which is seldom the case. We constantly 
underestimate difficulties, overpromise results, and 
avoid any evidence of incompatibility and conflict, 
thus repeatedly creating the conditions of failure out 
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of a desperate desire for success. More than a weak- 
ness, in the conditions of the present time it has tKe 
potential of a fatal flaw. 

I believe that this danger has been compounded % 
the increasing introduction into politics and govern- 
ment of ideas originating in the social sciences whioh 
promise to bring about social change through the 
manipulation of what mipit be termed the Hidden 
processes of society. That is to say, the manipulation of 
those systemic relations between one set of activities 
and another which are not normally perceived by the 
participants as being related, but which on closer ex- 
amination are seen to be. The discovery and analysis 
of such relationships is the very essence of the social 
sciences. Yet it remains an occult art. And a highly un- 
certain one. Not long ago it could be agreed that 
politics was the business of who gets what, when, 
where, how. It is now more than that. It has become 
a process that also deliberately seeks to effect such 
outcomes as who thinks what, who acts when, wHo 
lives where, who feels how. That this description no 
nidre than defines a totalitarian society is obvious 
enough. But it has come to characterize democratic 
government as well, resist this development; I 

would seek only to identify it, aiid to suggest some of 
the rules of conduct that probably ought to guide us 
in carrying forth such activities. As my example, T 
turn to the ill-fated community action pro^ams of the 
war ph pove The term 'Ill-fated'* implies a judg- 
ment, and that is precisely whatT offer: to wit, that 
the program was carried out in such a way as to pro- 
duce a minimum of the social change its sponsors 
desired, and bring about a maximum increase in the 
opposition to such change, of the kind they feared. 
This is a large load of conclusion for a slight work of 
this kind to bear, and it is perhaps best that, in the 
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manner of more rigorous social scientists, I state at 
the outset something of my methodology so that 
readers in turn can judge with what degree of con- 
fidence my assertions are to be entertained. As will be 
seen, there is a further danger of personal bias of 
which the reader will want also to know. 

To a considerable degree, this is a personal memoir 
growing out of experiences in the U. S. Department of 
Labor during the period 1961-65. Having earlier, while 
on the staff of Governor Averell Harriman of New 
York, become involved with questions of crime and 
delinquency (and having acquired a deep regard for 
the work of Lloyd Ohlin), I readily enough became in- 
terested in the work of the committee President Ken- 
nedy established on that subject, of which the Secre- 
tary of Labor was a member. 1 later became involved 
with the abortive planning for a domestic Peace 
Corps that began in 1962. Still later, as economic 
growth resumed during those years, and unemploy- 
ment became less and less macroeconomic in nature, 
I grew more and more involved with issues of “hard 
core” poverty — the situation of those persons in the 
population whose life circumstances do not appear to 
respond, at least very quickly, to the large move- 
ments of the economy. When in October 1963 Presi- 
dent Kennedy decided that “a basic attack on the prob- 
lems of poverty and waste of human resources” would 
be a central feature of the 1964 legislative program, 
in the routine course of events (1 was then Assistant 
Secretary of Labor for Policy Planning and Research) 
I became a member of the group convened by Walter 
H. Heller, Chairman of the Council of Economic Ad- 
visors, to draw up such a program. As is well known, 
this process was given the greatest priority in the im- 
mediate aftermath of the Kennedy assassination. A 
number of accounts of the events that followed have 
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been written, most notably that of James L. Sunl- 
quist (who was also an active participant), and there 
is no need fpr any of it to be repeated here, save to 
record my impression of one development that affected 
rny judgment of community action then, and to some 
degree continues to do so. 

The matter comes to this: the position of the De- 
partment of Labor at the time was that the most irh- 
por*tant measure that could be taken to combat poverty 
was a more or less massive employment program. Our 
first priority was the enactment of the "Youth Employ- 
ment Act,” then S. 1. The positibh of the Couh^^^ 
Economic Advisors and of the Bureau of the Budget, 
however, was that the entire antipoverty program 
should be subsumed iihder a set of ''community ac- 
tion programs.” Dutifully, I pressed against this posi- 
tion for no better reason than that it was not that qf 
the Department of Labor. My impression, almost cer- 
tainly exaggerated but not, I think, entirely unfounded, 
is that this opposition, which took the usual variety of 
forms, helped produce the December 1&63 stalemate in 
thb plarihihg of the program, a stalemate Theodore 
Sorensen could not or would not resolve, which led 
President Johnson to call in Sargent Shriver, a com- 
pletely neutral party, to impose some order on the war- 
ring principalities that are sometimes known as tlie 
Federal government. In the manner of the peacemaker, 
Shriver assembled representatives of the principal po- 
sitions; I was asked to join the task force which there- 
upon drew up the Economic Opportunity Act of 1964. 
Shriver’s approach, the logical one, was to adopt some 
portion, at least, of everyone’s program. The result, 
as I have elsewhere written, was "not a choice among 
policies so much as a collection of them,” The Labor 
Department’s employment program bieicam^ Title I of 
the bill, The Budget Bureau’s community action prq- 
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grams became Title II. And so on. The first draft of 
the bill was prepared by Assistant Attorney General 
Norbert A. Schlei after a task force meeting of February 
23rd. In virtually the exact language of the final act, 
it provided that a “Community Action Organization'' 
meant one “which is developed and conducted with 
the maximum feasible participation of the residents 
of the areas" that were involved. No one seems to 
recall for certain just who was responsible for the 
phrase. My recollection is that it was Frank Man- 
kiewicz (it is clearly a lawyer's term), although it 
could as well have been Schlei's taking the sense of the 
meeting. Mankiewicz recalls that it emerged from the 
same session in which he, I, Harold Horowitz, and 
John Steadman took part. Adam Yarmolinsky recalls 
the phrase as having originated with Richard W. 
Boone, and certainly Boone insisted on the principle. 
And this is the point : “maximum feasible participa- 
tion" was to some of those involved in the war on 
poverty considerably more than a slogan, in the sense 
that “war on poverty" itself was really no more than 
one of Richard N. Goodwin's magic phrases. [ Com - 
mun ity action with citizen pa rtic ipation was a co- 
herent and powerful ..ide,a_, waking its _way into na- 
tional policy. albeit little noticed o r, un derst ood at the 
timely 

The bill proceeded through several drafts. Shriver 
in the meantime presented it in outline to the cabinet, 
where what appears in retrospect to have been a fate- 
ful decision was made, of which more later. Yarmolin- 
sky and I accompanied him to the cabinet meeting and 
a month later, on March 16th, sat on either side of him 
as he presented the measure to the opening session of 
the hearings held by the House Committee on Educa- 
tion and Labor. 

There my personal involvement in these events 


X 7} i 



Preface 

ended. Yarmolinsky, who had been Shrivels second- 
in-command throughout, stayed on in his position. 
I returned immediately to the Department of Labor, 
and thereafter (interagency jealousies having grown 
instantly acute ) felt it wise to stay away from the task 
force almost completely. Save for an invitation to the 
bill-signing ceremony in August (I went through the 
line twice and picked up a pen for Michael Harrington), 
my involvement with and knowledge of events that 
occurred thereafter is almost entirely second hand. In 
this essay, for details of the planning process that went 
went on in the summer and fall of 1964, I rely most 
heavily on the reniarkable Harvard senior thesis, pfe- 
ptod from primary sources, by Richard Blumenthal. 
(And, as any student of community action, I am every- 
where indebted to Dilemmas of Social Reform by Peter 
Marris and Martin Rein.) 

In July 1965, 1 left Washmgtbn, and havm^ |o 
be regarded as a friend of Robert F. Kennedy, 
access to knowledge of the workings of the poverty 
program was thereafter little greater than that of any 
other citizen. Possibly less, as a process of exclusion 
ensued that any who have been in, and then out, of 
favor in Washington will recognize. 

I retained, however, a considerable interest in the 
progress of the community action programs. This in- 
teirest had been heightened by developments in the 
Mobilizatipn for Youth pifogram in New York City, 
which, during the late sprihg of 1 964, got in trouble 
b’i^er alleged (and nonexistent) subversive inflltratioh. 
At that time, still in the government, I began to feel 
that pfiicial Washington had ah entirely different, al- 
rribst antithetical view of the style and function of 
"community action” from that of its proponents in the 
field, and that the intermediaries who had transmitted 
the idea, were either unaware of this discrepancy, or if 
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aware not perhaps entirely candid about it. It seemed 
to me inevitable that unless the apparent fact of these 
two quite different views of community action was con- 
fronted, a good deal of bitterness and confusion was 
likely to follow. On further reflection I perceived what 
appeared to be a third concept of community action, 
and then, considering the task force approach, yet a 
fourth. I grew seriously concerned : if the role of politi- 
cal executives is not infrequently to confuse things in 
public, just as often it is to attempt to clarify them in 
private. In mid- 1964 I sought and obtained audiences 
with men of influence and stated the case. I argued 
that the Bureau of the Budget understanding of what 
the community action programs was going to be like 
was probably not what OEO was thinking, and almost 
certainly not what was going to happen, regardless of 
the wishes of anyone in Washington. It did not follow 
that a choice had to be made between the divergent 
views, but I pleaded that the parties involved had to 
get clear with one another that they were thinking of 
different things. Without exception those to whom I 
spoke were kind but uncomprehending. Or so at least 
I thought. (They may have known perfectly well what 
was going on, but for sufficient reasons were reluctant 
to interfere.) At all events, my intervention changed 
nothing. Save for me personally. I acquired — I feel it 
important to be absolutely open on this point — a lim- 
ited but real enough intellectual stake in seeing what 
I felt to be the internal contradictions in the program 
come into the open. My warnings, marginal and futile 
as they were, would nonetheless have been vindicated. 
A not unfamiliar theme in memoirs of government 
service ! 

In the fall of 1966 I published a brief note in The 
Public Interest expounding these contradictions and 
forecasting trouble, although by this time trouble had 
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already largely come to pass. In the spring of 1967 
i expanded further on the subject in the Sanford Lec- 
ture at Delhi, and now, a year later, do so one last 
time. The narration that follows is as objective au 
account as I have been able to write; because of the 
fear of a personal bias it may indeed be more so thah 
would normally be the case. If it may be that I antici- 
pated some of the troubles that befell the program, 
I hope it will be also clear that I took not the least 
pleasure in them. To the contrary, to see an effort 
begun with such great hopes remorselessly dismantled, 
is to know a disappointment not easily got over. 

Thejre is, of course, at this moment a sense of an 
even larger drama having ended. As I write l am just 
returned from the funeral of Robert F, Kennedy. It was 
not in any sense a triumph, as in a way his brother's 
funeral had been a triumph. It was, rather, a long, 
desolate, remorseless demonstration of defeat. We lost. 
The momentary generosity of our enemies is com- 
pounded primarily of that knowledge. The /'we” in- 
cludes many people, but to an intensive degree it 
includes those whose names will appear in this narra- 
tive. By and large they had scattered in the ineluctable 
diaspora that followed the assassination of John F. 
Kennedy. Now they had gathered to accompany his 
brother to that slight knoll in Arlington cemetery near 
the eternal flame that ip warning and reproach gleams 
aeross Memorial Bridge to the sacred precincts of the 
city. 

Hackett, Mankiewicz, Boone, Yarmolinsky, Shriver, 
Heller, Schlei, Galbraith, Goodwin, Moyers. Others lilce 
them. Not a pantheon perhaps, but a list of rtien who 
hoped much for their country, but whose hopes for 
this mommit, at least, seemed to have come to iittle 
more than the burial by moonlight of a leader who in 
the face of setback and disappointment did not lower. 
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but did indeed raise, his expectations for that country. 
In a curious sense community action is an idea that 
came more and more to be associated with Robert F. 
Kennedy, even as he grew further removed from the 
centers of power in Washington where (such being the 
irony of things) its official fate was determined. If 
there be those who feel there is no power in the idea, 
they would have done well to ride that funeral train 
and to watch the poor of America standing vigil as his 
body passed by. For the moment uncertainty is all, 
reconciliation distant. Yet in the gentleness and en- 
durance of those faces there was all the hope that any 
nation ought to need, or could expect to have. 

Agnus Dei, qui tollis peccata mundi, 

Dona nobis pacem. 

D. P. M. 

Derrymore 
West Davenport, 

New York 
June 11, 1968 
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CHAPTER ONE 


THE QUEST 
FOR 

COMMUNITY 


No person who has come to know the State of New York 
can fail to have been intrigued with the rich mixture 
of place names that tells so much of its history. Names 
matter, words matter — and in New York State were 
perhaps especially intended to. Its geography is stampe^d 
throughout with claims and counterclaims: some df 
battles long resolved; others of issues as alive today as 
when the first town council nailed its politics to the 
flag pole, and chose to be known as Corinth or Living- 
ston Manor, FrankUn or Kensselaerville, Kingston dr 
Athens. Three themes in particular emerge: the Euro- 
pean past; the then frontier present; the democratic 
future, itself, however, but a revival of an even more 
ancient past. If Americans can be said to be the first 
people consistently to locate the happiest age of man 
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in the future rather than the past, it was very much 
from a sense of history — the classical models of ancient 
republics gradually fused with a liberal rational belief 
in progress from one stage of development to another 
— that they derived the great expectations of the period 
of exploration and settlement. Homer, Medusa, Pal- 
myra, Ithaca, Cicero, Pharsalia, Pompey, Seneca, Tully, 
Cincinattus: surely place names based on something 
more than the whim of surveyors with a smattering 
of Latin; surely names meant to tell something of the 
purposes of the men and women who settled there. 

If the Historical Atlas of New York State is to be 
relied upon — and given its sure depiction of the back- 
roads of the state, a measure of confidence is war- 
ranted — the county seat of Delhi, on the banks of the 
West Branch of the Delaware River, evokes an espe- 
cially happy combination of community purpose and 
pride. It seems there was a Judge Foot in the legisla- 
ture at the time Delaware County was formed from 
parts of Ulster and Otsego in 1797. The judge was ap- 
parently a man of political power and skill, and had 
earned from his colleagues the sobriquet of "The 
Grand Mogul.” When he chose to settle at the seat of 
the new county, the townspeople out of sheer pleasure 
named their hamlet Delhi, from whence the original 
Moguls had ruled. In that gesture of harmony between 
the local power structure — a term one likes to think 
was not then known — and the popular will, there is to 
be sensed a community at ease with itself, able to act 
on the basis of an accord that represented, if not every- 
one, at least something more than an arithmetical 
majority, something closer to that preponderance asso- 
ciated with the term consensus. There is little need to 
add that such serenity will have been intermittent and 
partial at best, much as was democracy in Athens, and 
obviously is to be treated as an abstraction rather than 



The Quest for Community 

an historical condition. But neither is if necessary to 
cbiistruct delusions about a nonexistent past in order 
to perceive that the communities of the American pres- 
ent seem to be in a phase of rising discord, tension, 
hostility, anger, and even at times violence and dis- 
array. Indeed, some question the American capacity 
for self-government in the conditions of modern life, 
and they are welcome to their speculations. But apop- 
alyptic preoccupations aside, it is not unreasonable but 
necessary to ask whether the level of community com- 
petence, to use Leonard CottrelFs term, is any longer 
adequate to the demands increasingly imposed upon 
local government, and in particular city government. 

If this question has been lurking in the minds of 
many persons for several decades now, it has been 
much in the forefront of events since the enactment 
in 1964 of the Economic Opportunity Act with its sin- 
gular provision for the establishment, in the poorer 
neighborhoods of the iifflbn, of cbmm^ 
grams involving the "maximum feasible participation” 
of the local residents. These were to be, as SargeiiLt 
Shriver, first director of the Office of Economic Oppor- 
f unity declared, the corpbfatioris of the hew social rev- 
olution. In the oldest and presumably strongest tradition 
of American democracy, the local people themselves, 
those actually caught up in the problem at hand, were 
to organize themselves to deaf with it. The war on 
pbverty, as the Office of Ecbnomic Opportunity de- 
clared in one of its first publications, and perhaps its 
only witticism, was to be "A Hometown Fight.” And it 
was to be an epic one. On the morning of August 20, 
1964, as President Johnson signed the Act in the Rose 
Garden of the White House, he declared that "on this 
occasion the American people and our American sys- 
tem are making history. . . . Today fbf the 
in the history of the human race, a great nation is able 
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to make and is willing to make a commitment to eradi- 
cate poverty among its people.” It would be a great 
program, and it would succeed, he asserted. Probably 
few persons noted that he also declared it would be a 
“prudent” one. 

Three years later the President was to tell a leading 
member of the Senate Committee responsible for the 
antipoverty legislation that although he was prepared 
to stick with it, this was hardly his favorite program. 
Clearly it had become anything but. For months on 
end, no mention of the war on poverty had emerged 
from the White House. When in March 1967, the ad- 
ministration sent to Congress its proposed Economic 
Opportunity Act of 1967, the accompanying message 
spoke only of a “strategy against poverty.” The New 
York Times termed the whole episode a "‘retreat*' in a 
battle that in truth had never really been joined. 
Others, notably those who had “enlisted for the dura- 
tion” (such were the hyperboles that had earlier 
emerged from the press officers of the campaign), used 
yet harsher terms. At the last possible hour of the 1967 
session, in what was regarded as something of a legis- 
lative feat. Congress authorized another two years of 
the program, but only just. In his first weeks in office 
the President had proposed “unconditional” war on 
poverty; in short order that whole range of metaphor 
had become embarrassing if not, indeed, obscene. The 
survival of the program had been pretty much assured, 
but its pride of place as the principal social effort of 
the administration had long since been lost. In the 
spring of 1968 Shriver was relieved of his command 
and given the Paris embassy for a high-level taste of 
what the White House staff, preoccupied by a real war 
that was not going any better, had come to term 
“R & R,” for Rest and Recuperation. OEO had become 
just another agency. Few could off hand recall the 
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name of the career civil servant who succeedefl 
Shriver. When the battalions (or whatever) of the 
Poor People^s March began to arrive in Washington 
later in the spring they seemed unaware that either 
the Office or its director existed.* 

In the history of these years, yet to be written, it 
will almost certainly be held that it was the war in 
Vietnam that made the war on poverty untenable. Viet- 
nam imposed severe strains on the financial resources 
of the United States, and given the balance of pay- 
ments and the gold situation, even threatened the mon- 
etary stability of the nation. (In the summer of 1967, 
with some of the principal cities of the nation literally 
in flames, the Secretary of the Treasury was to inform 
the President that there was simply no additionail 
money to spend on antipoverty measures if the dollar 

* No slight is intended Mr. Bertrand M. Harding, a distinguished 
career civil servant, for whom anonymity is a mark of professional- 
ism. In the typical career sequence of the bureaucratic elite in Wash- 
ington, identical in all save h? informality to that of the British 
Treasury official, Harding, upon entering the government, served 
eleven years in the Bureau of the Budget, moving thence to the li|- 
ternal Eevepqe Service, where he rose to Deputy Commissioner, ajpost 
he held at the time of his appdihtmeht to^ O He had by then re- 
ceived the Career Service Award of the JSfational Civil Service League, 
the Treasury Department Exceptional Service Award, and the Bdcke- 
feller Public Service Award (that is, CMC, KCMG, GCMG). He was 
never far from where the money was being' passed out or taken in, 
until, that is, he was dispatched to take over and bureaucratize ap 
unruly new agency. Half a year before his appointment I described 
this sequence, Mutatis mutandis, 1 believe OEO is following the 

'pattefh; . .V . 

"How one wishes/* Nathan Glazer writes . . . , for the open 
field of the New Deal, which was not Uitered with the car- 
casses of half successful and hardly successful programs, 
each in the hands of a hardening bureaucracy,** hut the 
pattern persists: the bright idea, the new agency, the White 
House swearing in of the first agency head, the shahy be- 
ginning, the departure 18 months later of the first head, 
replacement by his deputy, the gradual slipping out of sight, 
a Budget bureau reorganizatioii, d ndrhe ch^ a ttew 
head, this time from the civil service, and slowly obscurity 
covers all. Who among us today could state with certainty 
exactly what did become of the Area Redevelopment Admin- 
istraiidn, that early, shining creation of the New Frontier? 

(D. P, Moynihan, “The Politics of SiabUity/* The 
headei, Oct. 9, l§67, p. ’8.) 
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was to be saved.) The war abroad in any event com- 
mandeered the energies of that tiny group of men at 
the top of the American government who are able to 
get anything different done. Not less important, the 
committee structure and membership of the Congress 
at this time was such that in order to obtain and keep 
support for the war abroad, the President was required 
to deal with precisely those members who were least 
enthusiastic about the domestic campaign. Yet some- 
thing more than this is involved. From the outset the 
war on poverty aroused opposition, within the admin- 
istration itself, within the Congress, and within polit- 
ical circles of the nation broadly conceived, from 
sources that could have been expected to be most in 
favor of it. To explain the precipitous decline in what 
was to have been an extraordinary and prolonged na- 
tional undertaking, it is necessary to account for this 
source of opposition as well, and this matter turns on 
the peculiar history of the community action programs 
provided by Title II of the Act. 

As with most major (or attempted major) social initi- 
atives, the origins of the community action programs of 
the war on poverty will be found first of all in intellec- 
tual history. The record is that of a set of ideas making 
their way from university lecture rooms and profes- 
sional journals to the halls of Congress and the statute 
books of the national government. And in surprisingly 
short order. That action should originate in thought is 
nothing unusual, nor is it especially noteworthy, in 
this or any other time, that this involved the work of 
professional men pursuing their professions. The speed 
of the transmission process, however, is apparently 
new, involving as it would seem to do, the emergence 
of a professional style in reform also, and of a cadre 
of persons in and about American government whose 
profession is just that.^ These processes, obviously, are 
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closely linked, and very likely interact in some ways, 
but it is the history of the underlying idea that must be 
first attended. 

People change their minds. This simple observation 
of Michael Polanyi is in truth a sharp challenge to the 
incremental model of public opinion slowly making its 
way up one hill of belief and down another. Often the 
process is just the opposite. We awake one momih| 
and the world is different. We have changed our minds. 
What we once believed we no longer believe, and that 
is all there is to it. 

Something of this sort happened to classical liberal- 
ism in mid-twentieth century. A set of untroubled, even 
serene convictions as to the nature of man and society, 
and the ever more promising prospects of the future, of 
a sudden collapsed. No one any longer really believed 
it. Or at least on the growing edge of thought it came to 
be seen that the nineteenth century faith in secular in? 
dividualism had simply not worked out, had brought 
mankind into a zone of disaster from which its even? 
tual emergence was problematic at best. As with any 
great change in belief, an interaction of prophets and 
events was at work. Artists and writers had been the 
first to sound the warning. Then theologians and psy- 
chologists. Social scientists followed : somewhat resist- 
ant to their findings, but faithful to their standards of 
evidence when it appeared, Nazi Germany, Stalinist 
Russia, the War, the Bomb confirmed the prophets, 
^d suddenly, by mid-century, just about everyone who 
thought about it was convinced the world was in deep 
trouble, that the liberal rationalist experiment had 
prb^d near to catastrophic. 

This i^^ not the exaggeration it will at first appear. 
Few persons think, and fewer still take notice of those 
who do. But within the limited circles involved there! 
was at mid-century a perceptible and almost precipi- 
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tous turning from received liberalism. As good a sym- 
bol as any was the succession, in the spring of 1951, 
of Michael Oakeshott to the chair of Harold Laski at 
the London School of Economics and Political Science. 
John O’Hara has said that when Benchley died the 
party was over, and something like that happened with 
the passing of Laski in 1950. The great expectation 
that a viable process of social change could emerge 
from a purposeful, elitist combination of humane feel- 
ing and humane letters somehow did not survive him. 
Oakeshott, an English Hegelian, was not so much a 
conservative in his desires for society as in his expec- 
tations of it. His theme: "The world is the best of all 
possible worlds, and everything in it is a necessary 
evil.” His expectation was that it would remain so. 

Oakeshott’s message, in his inaugural lecture, was 
that the future will be very like the past, and that — 
perceiving this — the task of governing was to accept 
it, and in so doing, to draw on what is strongest and 
best in the necessarily mixed bag of political tradition 
in order to manage such change as is possible. He 
wrote: 


Those societies which retain, in changing circumstances, 
a lively sense of their own identity and continuity (which are 
without that hatred of their own experience which makes them 
desire to efface it), are to be counted fortunate, not because 
they possess what others lack, but because they have ready 
mobilized what none is without and all, in fact rely upon. 

In political activity, then, men sail a boundless and bottom- 
less sea; there is neither harbour for shelter nor floor for an- 
chorage, neither starting-place nor appointed destination. The 
enterprise is to keep afloat on an even keel; the sea is both 
friend and enemy; and the seamanship consists in using the 
resources of a traditional manner of behavior in order to make 
a friend of every inimical occasion. 


Oakeshott preached the art of the possible, and 
bespoke the fate of those who reject those limitations : 
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"to try to do something which is inherently impossible 
is always a corrupting enterprise.” 

In the United States at this time rather a different 
gloss was given the successive disasters of the twem 
tieth, century. Less certain of their own political and 
social traditions, less confident as to just how widely 
these were shared, American analysts would have set- 
tled for a future no worse than the past, but had come 
to fear there might be no such luck. The New Deal 
was ending in a kind of generalized disappointment. 
Nothing better seemed likely to follow. (Nothing did. | 
A populist anticommunism seemingly bent on linking 
up with a still virulent streak of right-wing capitalisrri 
suggested that the American mass was drifting towards 
the same condition of hysteria and fear born of in- 
security and rootlessness which provided the setting 
for the onset of totalitarianism in Europe. It was clear 
that something had gone wrong, and something had to 
be done about it. 

It was also clear, or seemed so, that the problem lay 
in the erosion of those institutions by which persons 
in the mass relate to another on terms that give 
rise to shared expectations, confidence, and trust^ 
These concerns were summarized in a masterful vol- 
ume by Robert A, Nisbet, an avowed conservative, 
published in 1953 under the title. The Quest for Com- 
munity.^ And this became the master term. 

Nisbet’s theme is alienation. He begins, paraphras- 
ing Marx: "a specter is haunting the modern mind, the 
specter of insecurity.” He continues: "Surely the out- 
standing characteristic of contemporary thought on 
man and society is the preoccupation with personal 
alienation and cultural disintegration.”^ The nineteenth 
century, the age of individualism and rationalism, 
whose key words were “individual,” “change,” "prog- 
ress,” "reason,” and "freedom” were past. The key 
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words of the modern lexicon were ‘"disorganization,” 
“decline,” “insecurity,” “breakdown,” “instability.” The 
rationalist view of man had collapsed. 

Nisbet's analysis was a familiar one; the fact of its 
being widely shared was central to his thesis. The 
progress of secular liberalism had been one in which 
the institutions that formally mediated between the 
individual and the state had gradually eroded, as had 
relations between individuals. The result was anguished 
insecurity in the individual, and that in turn led, by 
a process of the politicization of personal anxiety, to 
totalitarianism in the state. Despotism, for being benev- 
olent, was not thereby the less despotic. 

The contemporary crisis was depicted as first of all 
one of authority, a very different thing from power. 
Nisbet writes : ^ 

By authority, I do not mean power. Power, I conceive as 
something external and based upon force. Authority, on the 
other hand, is rooted in the statuses, functions, and allegiances 
which are the components of any association. Authority 
is indeed indistinguishable from organization, and perhaps the 
chief means by which organization, and a sense of organiza- 
tion, becomes a part of human personality. Authority, like 
power, is a form of constraint, but unlike power, it is based 
ultimately upon the consent of those under it; that is, it is 
conditional. Power arises only when authority breaks down. 

Freedom, he asserts, “lies in the interstices of au- 
thority.” But how, then, to secure it? Here Nisbet is 
explicitly and implacably functional. The authority of 
small groups such as the family, the local community, 
and other traditional associations had eroded because 
their functions had eroded. Useless to talk, for exam- 
ple, of the breakdown in family ties : if families have 
no functions, their ties will not bind. He follows the 
Hammonds, Ostrogorski, Niebuhr, and others in the 
analysis of the process whereby Protestantism and 
capitalism gradually “stripped off the historically grown 
layers of custom and social membership, leaving only 
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leveled masses of individuals.” And with Niebuhr he 
holds that the civilization that begins by creating this 
autonomous individual ends by destroying him. This is 
the key to Nisbet's analysis. Men need a sense of com- 
munity. It is because that sense had eroded that the 
quest for it had become “the dominant social tendency 
of the twentieth century.” Having no other institutions 
at hand, men have unavoidably turned to the state to 
provide this sense, and that has repeatedly and prob- 
ably necessarily ended in totalitarianism : ® 

Th^ pinmous preoccupation with community revealed by 
modern thought and mass behavior is a manifestation of 
certain profound dislocations in the primary associative areas 
of society. . . . Behind the growing sense of isolaUon in so- 
ciety, behind the whole quest for community which infuses so 
many theoretical and practical areas of contemporary life and 
thought, lies the growing realization that the traditional pri- 
mary relationships of men have become functionally irrele- 
vant to our State and economy and meaningless to the mpral 
aspirations of individuals. We are forced to the conclusion 
that a great deal of the peculiar character of contemporary 
Social action comes from the efforts of men to find in large- 
scale organizations the values of status and security which 
were formerly gained in the primary associations of family, 
neighborhood, and church. This is the fact, 1 helieve, that is as 
reycaling of the source of many of our contemporary dis- 
contents as it is ominous when the related problems of political 
freedom and order are considered. 

Thus he cites Robert Birley; “The most obvious symp- 
tom of the spiritual disease of our civilization is the 
widespread feeling among men that they have lost all 
control of their destinies. ... Hitler's answer to that 
frustration was one of the main secrets of his power.”® 
And of course by this time Bertrand Russeirs analysis 
of Communist Russia as a theocracy was well known. 

It will be readily apparent, and was to Nisbet, that 
in effect he was stating that the conservative thinkers 
of the nineteenth century had been right after all. 
Right, for example, in arguing that the crime of the 
French revolutionaries lay not in the individuals they 
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executed, but in the institutions they destroyed. Right 
in predicting that in the absence of such institutions 
secular liberalism would lead to the atomized mass, 
the alienated individual, and the omnipotent state. 
Burke (with whom Gertrude Himmelfarb begins her 
account of Victorian Minds), Tocqueville, and Acton 
had in this respect at least been right. Not far removed 
would be the suggestion that on this point, the Catholic 
Church in much of its social teaching, had been right. 
To assert that the thinking of American scholars had 
come to the point where this conclusion might be a 
logical next step, is to suggest the extent thinking had 
changed! 

But Nisbet and his colleagues were nothing if not 
American in their conviction that if things are wrong 
they could and should be put right. Rejecting a defunct 
determinist tradition, he opts for outright utopianism. 
New institutions had to be created, or old ones revived, 
which, given meaningful functions, would gradually 
acquire authority, whereupon a multiplicity of author- 
ities would come into existence in the interstices of 
which freedom would live. Citing Karl Polanyi to the 
effect that nineteenth century laissez-faire capitalism, 
which helped so to bring on the omnicompetent state, 
did not just happen, but was made to happen by the sys- 
tematic destruction of older institutions and customs, 
Nisbet calls for the same process in reverse — a new 
laissez-faire : ^ 

To create the conditions within which autonomous indi- 
viduals could prosper, could be emancipated from the binding 
ties of kinship, class, and community, was the objective of the 
older laissez faire. To create conditions within which auton- 
omous groups may prosper must be . . . the prime object of 
the new laissez faire. 

To revive not only Catholic social thought, but Ben- 
thamite style in social engineering is to suggest that 
ideology in America was changing indeed. 
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Nisbet had entitled one of his chapters, ‘‘History as' 
the Decline of Community.” Much that occurred in the 
decade of the 1950*s seems to confirm that thesis. In 
an indirect, subtle, but probably decisive way, the 
experience of McCarthyism forced the left-liberal in- 
tellectuals of the country to see that the masses really 
were not with them on issues of fundamental impor- 
tance. Slowly but emphatically the seeming all-power- 
ful vision of the radical/liberal intellectual joined with 
the revolutionary /reformist mass to overthrow/human- 
ize capitalism faded, probably never to return save in 
fitful alliances on behalf, not of the working class 
majority, but of some racial or ethnic minority. As the 
decade wore on, evidence of something deeply wrong 
in American culture seemed to accumulate. The rather 
low-grade if occasionally sensational forms of munic- 
ipal corruption seemed to be spreading and no one 
seemed able to do anything about it. The problem of 
organized crime became serious politics : Senator Estes 
Kefauver in effect unseated President Truman on the 
issue. Trade union corruption became serious politics : 
John F. Kennedy made himself a national figure, and 
in that sense, the successor to Eisenhower on the issue. 
Then, towards the end of the decade the television quiz 
show scandals hit the country hard. Men and women 
who had become symbols of disinterested learning and 
the pursuit of excellence, and of the eventual fame 
that can attend such private disciplines, overnight be- 
came symbols of venality, corruption, deceit — qualities 
Americans may have been resigned to in politicians 
but emphatically assumed not to exist in the citizenry 
at large. In a sense, the stability of the previous ar- 
rangCiherits had been based on the proposition that 
although politicians might be corrupt, the people were 
not, so that no very great harm could be done if the 
realm of politics was sufficiently restricted. Now it 
appeared corruption was everywhere. indeed it 
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might, for it would seem that of all the quiz show con- 
tenders who were given the chance to cheat, only one, 
an old socialist, declined. 

In juvenile delinquency many of the social dangers 
and moral concerns of the decade came together. 
Whether there was in fact any more juvenile crime 
committed during this period than in the past is difR- 
cult to say. Probably there was not. But it did at this 
time assume a more threatening character, especially 
in New York City, which set fashions in problems no 
less than in clothes. Very likely the essential source of 
the new concern was the then forming Negro and 
Puerto Rican lower-class masses of the city, which had 
had a certain respite from proletarian violence during 
the 1930’s and 1940’s so that its reappearance seemed 
not an old but a new phenomenon, compounded by 
that special fear of black violence which Melville had 
grasped years earlier, and which was in time to be- 
come a near obsession of white America. But for the 
moment — Negro issues were still Southern issues, if 
issues at all — the special symbol of the new juvenile 
delinquency was the fighting gang. There is little 
reason to think this was something especially new, but 
it was thought to be, and for certain the Negro and 
Puerto Rican “hoppers” did add a certain panache to 
the enterprise. The fighting gang was at once a threat 
to society and an indictment of it. (From London 
Richard M. Titmuss suggested that it raised for Amer- 
icans the nineteenth century spectre of proletarian 
violence.) Too old to be helpless, but too young to be 
held fundamentally responsible for their acts, the de- 
linquents called forth a special response from that 
element, always much in evidence in New York City, 
which is especially concerned with minority weak- 
nesses when they can seem as evidence of majority 
failings. Government was stirred to action: new agen- 
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cies and boards were added to state and city gov- 
ernnient; conferences were held; “detached workers” 
dispatched (an early form of direct intervention in 
local community processes). Sociologists and social 
workers came forth to do their best : rnore conferences 
were held; books by the shelfload were commissioned; 
some were written. Journalism did its part, as the 
Egyptian Kings, the Henry Street Dragons, and the 
Conservative Gents replaced the Hudson Dusters in 
the lexicon of rowdyism. In truth, imaginations were 
stirred. Avant-garde social workers began to chronicle 
the wars and alliances and diplomatic relations of 
these embattled youth with all the ehthusiasm for 
vivid detail of nineteenth century English gentlemen 
historians describing the Medici. Here was life, adven- 
ture, tragedy, nobility. In a moving opera, one of the 
most popular musical compositions of the time, Leonard 
Bernstein set the tale of Romeo and Juliet amidst the 
fighting gangs of Manhattan's West Side. 

Indeed, to a society increasingly concerned with the 
desiccation of the community ties that lead men to 
accept and abide by the norms of trust, integrity, and 
niutual aid, the striking fact of the fighting gangs was 
that seemed to have created for themselves gen- 
uine communities which, however pathological they 
might appear to the larger society, did invest the lives 
of the delinquents with a measure of honor, purpose, 
and comradeship. More than an indictment of society, 
more than a threat, the fighting gangs were in ways a 
reproach. 

It is in this context, towards the end of the decade, 
that Paul Goodman wrote lus powerful tract Growing 
Absurd.® Goodrnan an avowed if doctrinally elusive 
radical— an anarchist, if anything— was just then 
acquiring the great influence among middle- and 
upper-class college youth that was to make him in time 
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a guru of the New Left in its special quest for partici- 
patory democracy. But the striking quality of his thesis 
in Growing Up Absurd is its avowed and explicitly 
conservative content. As with Nisbet earlier, Goodman 
argued the failure of so many of the liberal rationalist 
revolutions that had promised so much. Democracy 
had given up the ideal of true self-government and the 
town meeting and turned government over to a class 
of politicians. The Republic had not resulted in real 
political experimentation, but rather in national con- 
formity and a "deadening centralism.” Liberty had pro- 
duced constitutional safeguards, "But with the increas- 
ing concentration of state power, and mass pressures, 
no effort was made to give to individuals and small 
groups new means easily to avail themselves of the 
safeguards. The result is that there is no longer the 
striking individuality of free men.”® Fraternity had 
given way to a "dangerous nationalism.” The Protestant 
Reformation had resulted in "secularism, individual- 
ism, the subordination of human beings to a rational 
economic system, and churches irrelevant to practical 
community life.” Syndicalism had abandoned the ideal 
of worker’s management in favor of higher wages that 
none knew how to spend well. All this, Goodman 
argued, "the accumulation of the missed and com- 
promised revolutions of modern times, with their con- 
sequent ambiguities and social imbalances, has fallen, 
and must fall, most heavily on the young, making it 
hard to grow upT^^ With Coleridge, he asserted that 
"in order to have citizens, you must first be sure that 
you have produced men.” Men are produced by giving 
young people meaningful work — work that they know 
must be done if the community is to carry on. Good- 
man proposed not to turn back to earlier conceptual 
systems, but rather to move forward and actually fin- 
ish the revolutions of liberalism. But this certainly 
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required an outright rejection of gigantism and a re- 
version to smaller units of society and simpler methods 
of production that would connect effort and purpose. 
The results would look more old than new : ^ ^ 

If we are to have a stable and whole community, in which the 
young can grow to manhood, we must painfully perfect the 
reyolutionary modern tradition we have. Yet this stoical resolve 
is, paradoxically, a conservative proposition, aiming at stability 
and social balance. 

Manifestly, Goodman wrote in a radical, Jewish, in- 
tellectual tradition, addressing himself to problems of 
personal fulfillment. He thus faced the self-imposed 
difficulty of that traditibh, one for recent generations 
at least, of demonstrating that the lower classes shared 
those concerns, a difficulty he resolved, however, given 
the prominence of juvenile delinquency as a social 
problem. Goodman posits a model of American soci- 
ety: apparently closed room in which there is a 

large rat race as the dominant center of attention 
Middle-Status Organization Men run the race, knowing 
it to He just that but cynically prepared to make the 
most of it. Working class youth "are mesmerized by 
the symbols and culture of the rat race” but ultimately 
are trapped in some factory or other, with a wife and 
installment payments waiting at home. Their energy 
level is low and their rewards meager. This is not the 
fate of the delinquents, a close but profoundly differ- 
ent group: 

Indeed, the group in society that most believes in the rat 
race as a source of value are the other underprivileged, the 
ignorant and resentful boys who form the delinquent gangs. 
In our model, we can conceive of them as running a rat race 
of their own, but not on the official treads. 

As with the Organization Men, they are cynical, con- 
formist, tough, one-upping, protective of their mas- 
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culinity, and contemptuous of earnest slobs who do the 
best they can. Indeed, Goodman argues that a sym- 
biosis of sorts has grown up between the management 
types and the outcasts as they exchanged styles in 
music, sex, clothes, and such like : “But in the alliance, 
the juvenile delinquents get the short end of the stick, 
for they esteem the rat race, though they do not get 
its rewards.”^* 

In itself, Goodman’s work is what it is: Old Testa- 
ment protest. But in its time it became something 
more. It gave structure to a problem that had somehow 
escaped classification, and provided an agenda for 
public action. At this juncture, Norman Podhoretz, at 
30, became editor of Commentary, the publication of 
the American Jewish Committee, already among the 
most prestigious intellectual journals of the nation and 
soon to enjoy a world-wide reputation. Podhoretz’ first 
decisions as editor were being watched and he moved 
with what was to be accustomed boldness and bril- 
liance. Growing Up Absurd had been making the rounds 
of publishers with no success. Podhoretz took it and, 
under the title, “In Search of Community,” presented 
the main thesis as the leading article in the first issue 
of Coinmentary (Fehmsucy 1960) to appear under his 
editorship. He ran further excerpts in the March issue 
under the title, “The Calling of American Youth,” and 
in April a final portion under the title, “Youth in the 
Organized Society.” In his autobiography Making It 
Podhoretz states what surely is so: Goodman politi- 
cized juvenile delinquency. To argue further that the 
times were willing that this be done in no way detracts 
from the power of Goodman’s rhetoric. The quest for 
community was acquiring momentum. It is to be noted 
that the formulation of the issue, and much of the 
momentum itself, came from the intellectual and aca- 
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demic world of New ttie fiercest antag- 

onisms do not preclude but indeed are made possible 
by a vibrant sense of a community at work. The archi- 
tect Eero Saarinen was much alive to the continuing 
vitality in this respect of the university world. Allah 
Temko writes : 

What Saarinen wished to renew, maintain, and improve was 
the organic expression of the as which he found weakened 
and virtually destroyed everywhere in modern civilizations, 
with one significant exception — the university campus.^^ 

From these sheltered cloisters where a true under- 
standing had been preserved, missionaries were now 
going forth to convert a world exhausted and ruined by 
technology. Indeed, for this effort a system of sorts 
was then being developed. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

THE 

PROFMSIONAn^^ 

OF 

REFORM 


Thtts far the origins of the community action program 
of the war on poverty will have appeared familiar 
enough /Intellectuals were their work— trying to 
make sense of the time, hoping to conceive solutions 
to its problems. Editors were getting it all into print; 
the ideas vrere diffusing;. Now, however, a somewhat 
new element appears, having to do with the crucial 
difficulty encountered in the transition from the worl^ 
of ideas to that of action. Beginning in the 1950's it 
becomes possible to discern the emergence of a new 
style— an additional style might be the more correct 
term— in social reform. In times past the impulse to 
reform and efforts in that direction had, generally 
speaking, risen amoiig those groups most oppressed by 
existing conditions, or most likely to benefit from 
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equitable change, or from members of the public re- 
garding middle and upper classes who, from an en- 
lightened and generous understanding, were able to 
identify their own interests with causes that benefited 
others in the first instance but redounded ultimately to 
the welfare and stability of the society as a whole. 
This model — if that is not too pretentious a term' — 
of reform is one in which pressures for change arise 
outside the institutions that are to be changed or are 
capable of bringing it about. Obviously, from time to 
time institutions seek to reform themselves, in the 
sense that the effort arises from within. This is a mat- 
ter of definition, almost, in terms of universal institu- 
tions such as the medieval Church. But in the electoral 
democracies of the Atlantic world, where at any given 
time only a limited number of matters are regarded as 
political, the effort to bring about social change has 
typically taken the form of seeking to add a particular 
issue to the political agenda of the moment, thereby, 
hopefully, bringing about the expenditure of public 
funds or the imposition of public restraints and legal 
sanctions to obtain the desired effect. Child labor, the 
sale of alcohol, the chlorination of water supplies, the 
beautification of highways: there was a very long list 
of private concerns that were slowly translated into 
public issues by persons imposing pressure on the 
agencies of government — the courts, the legislature, 
the executive — capable of doing what the reformers 
wished done. Inasmuch as these agencies were re- 
peatedly colonized and infiltrated by reformers there 
has usually been some internal pressure in favor of 
reforms, especially when the issue is quite general, as, 
for example, labor legislation, and specialized govern- 
ment departments can be created to further the cause. 
By mid-century, however, the process of external pres- 
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sure and internal encouragement had acquired a de- 
gree of institutionalization and expertise that might be 
described as the professionalization of reform. Increas- 
ingly efforts to change the American social system for 
the better arose from initiatives undertaken by persons 
whose profession was to do just that. Whereas previ- 
ously the role of organized society had been largely 
passive— the machinery would work if someone made 
it work— now the process began to acquire a self- 
starting capacity of its own. To borrow an exaggera- 
tion from the world of automation so much in fashiori 
at this time, the machinery began to think for itself, 

This development first became evident in the Ken- 
nedy years when the national government eagerly 
began to seek out new ideas and programs. Kennedy’s 
had been a severe critique of American society, whose 
great weakness he in effect declared was complacency, 
the failure to see how many things were wrong that 
needed righting. His election brought to Washington 
as officeholders, or consultants, or just friends, a strik- 
ing echelon of persons whose profession might justifi- 
ably be described as knowing what ails societies and 
whose art is to get treatment underway before the 
patient is especially aware of anything noteworthy 
taking place. 

Writing for the British journal, The New Society, 
just prior to the assassination of President Kennedy, 
Nathan Glazer described the process*.^ 

Without benefit of anything like the Beveridge report to spark 
and focus public discussion and concern, the United States 
is passing through a stage of enormous expansion in the size; 
and scope of what we may loosely call the social services — 
the public programs designed to help people adapt to an in- 
creasingly complex and unmanageable society. While Congress 
has been painfully and hesitantly trying to deal with two 
great measures— t^ reform and a civil rights bill — and its* 

■ 0 ^ ■■ 
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deliberations on both have been closely covered by the mass 
media, it has also been working with much less publicity to- 
ward final passage of a number of bills which will contribute 
as much to changing American society. 

The stalemate in American government was being 
broken. Already a number of major measures in the 
fields of regional development, mental health, voca- 
tional education, and manpower retraining had been 
enacted. Waiting in the wings, as Glazer put it, were 
a host of comparable measures whose headlong enact- 
ment in the twenty-four months or so following the 
assassination marked one of the most active legislative 
periods in the history of the Republic. But the most 
interesting thing about all this sudden expansion of 
social services was that behind it, as Glazer noted, 
there was “nothing like the powerful political pressure 
and long-sustained intellectual support that produced 
the great welfare measures of the New Deal — Social 
Security, Unemployment Insurance, Public Welfare, 
Public Housing.”^ Yet the programs moved forward. 
Lacking a better explanation, one must conclude that 
a new quantity had entered the equations of social 
change in the form of these new professionals. 

It will be recalled that at this time the American 
poor, black and white, were surpassingly inert. The 
Negro civil rights movement in the South was still just 
that; a movement in the South for civil rights. There 
was almost no economic content to the protest. The 
American poor were not only invisible, in Michael Har- 
rington’s phrase, but they were also silent. Kennedy 
had ventured into West Virginia searching for Protes- 
tant votes, not for poverty. There he encountered the 
incredible pauperization of the mountain people, most 
particularly the soft-coal miners, an industrial work 
force whose numbers had been reduced by nearly two- 
thirds in the course of a decade, but with hardly a 
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sound of protest. The miners were desperately poor, 
shockingly unemployed, but neither radical nor in any 
significant way restive. (It may be noted that in 1964, 
in the face of the historic Democratic sweep, Harlan 
County, Kentucky, returned a freshman Republican 
Congressman. ) The Appalachian experience gave the 
Kennedy administration an early sensitivity to the 
issue of poverty and deprivation, but it was a self- 
imposed concern, and politically an optional one. (The 
deqision to emphasize poverty in the 1964 legislative 
program, which would set the theme for the presiden- 
tial year, was a close one: a strong case was made 
within the administration to address the 19>64 cani- 
paign to problems of the suburbs, where many of the 
trade union members in the nation had settled.) The 
war on poverty was hot tfie behest of the 

poor : it was declared in their interest by persons con- 
fident of their own judgment in such matters. As 
Glazer put it, at a time when the process was not at 
all as visible as it was to become,^ the fate of the poof • 

is in the hands of the administrators and the professionaii 
organizations of doctors, teachers, social workers, therapists, 
counselors, and so forth. It is these who, in a situation where 
the legislation and programs become ever more complex, spend 
the time to find out — or rather have brought home to them 
through their work— -the effects of certain kinds of measures 
and programs, and who propose ever more complex programs 
which Congress deliberates upon in the absence of any major 
public interest. When Congress argues these programs, the 
chief pressures are not the people, but the organized profes- 
sional interests that work with that segment of the problem, 
and those who will benefit from or be hurt by the legislation^ 

Four major influences can be perceived behind this 
development. 

1 , The econometric revolution. Although it is still 
too soon to speak with full confidence, the likelihood 
grows that in the area of economic policy there was a 
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genuine discontinuity associated with World War II: 
before it men did not know how to make an industrial 
economy work at high and expanding levels of activity; 
afterwards they did. The combination of Keynesian 
theory and the increasingly sophisticated and depend- 
able quantification of economic movements, associated 
with such men as Wesley C. Mitchell and Simon Kuz- 
nets provided for the first time a working model of an 
industrial economy that permitted a very high order 
of successful management. That such success would 
be greatest in a society with no politics, and that in 
certain conditions of political deadlock or disorder the 
best model imaginable is of no practical use, need not 
detract from the fact that the political leaders of the 
1960’s in the United States were able to make use of 
this new knowledge. In the other industrial democ- 
racies of the world, or such as were left of them, mem- 
ories of the political disasters that accompanied the 
prolonged economic depressions of the 1920's and 
1930’s had provided the strongest of incentives to main- 
tain high levels of employment. (In 1964, unemploy- 
ment, adjusted to conform more or less to United 
States definitions, was 2.9 per cent in Italy, 2.5 per 
cent in France and Britain, and 0.4 per cent in Ger- 
many. Consider the contrast with the unemployment 
that followed the First World War.) Postwar America 
had experienced a not less extraordinary economic 
growth, albeit erratic and associated with much more 
joblessness. Under Kennedy, however, an immensely 
powerful and competent political economy took hold. 
Growth became steady, unemployment declined, the 
future became predictable in a way it had never been. 
(The Council of Economic Advisors' forecast of Gross 
National Product for 1964 was off by only $400 mil- 
lion in a total of $623 billion, while the unemploy- 
ment forecast was on the nose.) In an unbroken 
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expansion, the longest in American economic history, 
the GNP grew from $503.7 billion in 1960 to $807.$ 
in the last quarter of 1967, with an implicit price 
deflator, using 1958 dollars, at the end of the period 
of only 118.9. What the future might hold remained 
as uncertain as ever, but it did become clear in this 
period that the American economy was moving ahead 
powerfully, and properly managed, could continue to 
do so. 

The foreseeable results of this transformation were 
many, of which two were notable in the context of the 
professionalization of reform. The first is that if the 
economy were to continue to expand, the number of 
persons in economic difficulties would contract, or ait 
least not grow. Already a minority, the poor would 
certainly remain one, and very likely become even 
more so. There would be less and less reason then to 
expect mass political support for social reform, at least 
to the extent that such support in the past had re- 
flected the immediate, individual interests of an elec; 
toral majority. The principal sources of political power 
in a capitalist democracy being votes and money, and 
the poor having an insufficiency of either, it was more 
or less ordained that they should become in some de- 
gree clients of persons interested in their plight and 
professionally competent in terms of knowledge of the 
subject and access to power. This relationship is per- 
haps never more evident than when the professional 
reformer encourages the client to insist that only the 
'Indigenous disadvantaged” can truly understand ffi 
problems and accordingly they should be given the 
power to make decisions about it. 

A further and not less decisive result of the econo- 
metric revolution was the quite startling reversal of 
the position of the money managers of the executive 
branch of the Federal government. Ifhe conservative 
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press to the contrary, the expenditure programs of the 
Federal government are managed on principles, or 
strategies, not different from those of most large or- 
ganizations. The normal presumption, and the normal 
condition, is that resources are scarce and that the 
demand for them will outrun the supply. In conse- 
quence allocation is turned over to specialists, in the 
case of the Federal government to the Bureau of 
the Budget, the Council of Economic Advisors, and the 
Treasury, whose task, as much as anything, is to say 
*'no.” Big decisions are sorted out and reserved for the 
President and his staff, but typically these are matters 
where the necessity to prefer one set of allocations 
over another has such political significance as to pre- 
clude a surrogate decision by the permanent civil serv- 
ice. Under conditions of high and steady economic 
expansion, however, a quite extraordinary reversal of 
this process takes place. Expenditures under existing 
Federal programs rise at a fairly predictable rate. But 
revenues from the existing tax structure rise even 
faster. Of a sudden — by mid-decade this was clearly 
discernible in Washington — the immediate supply of 
resources bids fair to outrun the demand for them. 
Thus in the summer of 1965 the President's advisors 
publicly estimated that Federal revenues would in- 
crease by some $35 billion by 1970, starting at an 
annual increment of $4-5 billion and rising to about 
$7 billion. Without great exaggeration, it could be said 
that social policy during that period would be deter- 
mined by the way in which the $35 billion was allo- 
cated. (Alas, almost immediately it was allocated to 
the war in Vietnam, but that is another tale.) The 
crucial point is that under the theory of fiscal manage- 
ment that evolved during this time, there was no 
option but to expend the surplus. The concept of “fiscal 
drag" held that unless the revenue increment of the 
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Federal returned to the economy 

it begins to have a depressing effect. This, in a word, 
was money you had to spend in order to get. The 
result was the beginning of a situation utterly without 
parallel in modern government: administrations that 
must be constantly on the lookout for new ways to 
expend public funds in the public interest. (In addi- 
tion to various forms of tax reduction.) This is pre- 
cisely the type of decision-making that is suited to the 
techniques of modern organization, and that ends up 
in the hands of persons who make a profession of it. 
A side effect: as such decisions become 
sional, they are likely to become less political, in the 
sense of responding to existing power configurations. 

2. The exponential growth of knowledge. The 
econometric revolution was not an isolated event : pre- 
cisely to the contrary, it was part of the extraordinary 
growth in knowledge of the twentieth century, with all 
its accompanying forms of instability. The economy 
may yet Suffer utter collapse, just as we may yet blow 
ourselves jip: intermediary miscalculations are not 
only to be seen as possible, but to be expected. But the 
master term is that of miscalculation : fewer and fewer 
basic decisions in the society are made without some 
form of quantified knowledge being brought to bear 
on them. It can be said pf the war on poverty that it 
began not because it was necessary, but because it was 
possible. The funds were available, not only despite the 
tax reduction of 1964, but in measure hecawse of it. 
But this was not the only sense in which it had be- 
come possible. The same quantified knowledge of the 
economy which was making economic theory increas- 
ingly operational was also pointing up social problems 
that persisted despite the onset of persistent prosperity. 
In the aftermath of World War II the proposition 
gained favor that whereas the early stages of capital- 
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ism led to an accentuation of income inequality, the 
later stages reversed this trend, so that the extremes 
grew closer, and there was much clustering at the 
median. During the 1950’s, however, the researches of 
Robert J. Lampman began to challenge this hypoth- 
esis. (Apparently a process of equalization had been 
going on during the war, to be reversed during the 
Republican years that followed. This is precisely what 
occurred during and after World War I.) Never with- 
out influence in Washington (his original work was 
widely disseminated by the Joint Committee on the 
Economic Report), Lampman was especially close to 
the economists who took office with Kennedy, and his 
demonstration of persisting and even worsening in- 
come maldistribution provided a powerful, and early 
influence on the administration to move in this 
direction. 

But this is but one instance. Among the complexities 
of American life is that the American business com- 
munity, during the first half of the twentieth century 
when it was fiercely opposed to the idea of economic 
or social planning, nonetheless supported, even pressed 
for, the development of a national statistical system 
that largely as a result of this support became perhaps 
the best in the world. This in turn made certain types 
of planning and regulation feasible, and in a measure, 
inevitable. John Kenneth Galbraith has noted the in- 
dispensable role of statisticians in modem societies, 
which seem never to do anything about problems until 
they learn to measure them, that being the special 
province of those applied mathematicians. Statistics 
are used as mountains are climbed; because they are 
there. If one recalls that the nation went through the 
entire depression of the 1930's without ever really 
knowing what the unemployment rate was ( the statis- 
tic was then gathered once each ten years by the 
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Census Bureau), one gains a feeling for the great ex- 
pansion of knowledge in this and related fields in the 
quarter century that followed. By the 1960’s, the 
monthly employment data had become a vital, sensi- 
tive, and increasingly reliable source of information 
about American society, and that information increas-; 
ingly insisted that although the majority of Americana 
were prosperous indeed, a significant minority were 
riot. 

The success of the economists in mastering the 
problems they set themselves has been in some meas-; 
ure at least a reflection of inyestment in the field.. 
If the natural sciences ha^^ been by far the more 
robust and productive, it must be noted that they have 
received the greater proportion of manpower and re- 
search funds. As of 1964, two-thirds of the Ph.D.’s in’ 
the United States were in the natural sciences, more 
than a quarter in chemistry alone, The social sciences 
had but 7 per cent of all Ph.D.'s, with economists out-„ 
numbering sociologists five to one. Even so, the social 
sciences were experiencing a roughly proportional ex- 
pansion in research support. In 1964, overall expendi- 
ture for social science research was somewhere between 
$500 and $600 million, a tenth of the $6 billion spent 
that year on the life and physical sciences, including 
psychology. In 1956, the Federal government had obli- 
gated a mere $4 million to social science research. 
By 1966, this had risen to $44 million, and reached 
an estimated $59 million for 1968. At such rates of 
expehditure it is to be expected that there would be 
soirie increase in knowledge, and almost certainly dur- 
ing this period there was. Nothing especially dramatic, 
tending to be more descriptive than otherwise; 
nonetheless, it is a fact that as the resources available 
for social reform were increasing, so were the sources 
of inf ormation by which such reforms might be guided. 
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3. The professionalization of the middle class. 
‘‘Everywhere in American life,” Kenneth S. Lynn re- 
ports, “the professions are triumphant.”^ The period 
since the G. I. Bill has witnessed an extraordinary ex- 
pansion of higher education. In the United States, a 
quarter of the teenage population now goes on to some 
kind of college, and among specific class and ethnic 
groups, the proportion is as high as three-quarters. 
The trend is unmistakable and probably irresistible; in 
the course of the coming decades some form of educa- 
tion beyond high school will become near to universal. 
But most importantly, for more and more persons the 
form of education will involve professional training. 
This is something different from mere higher educa- 
tion; it produces a different type of person. 

That difference has been most succinctly stated by 
Everett C. Hughes: “Professionals profess. They pro- 
fess to know better than others the nature of certain 
matters, and to know better than their clients what 
ails them or their affairs.” And he continues : ® 


Lawyers not only give advice to clients and plead their cases 
for them; they also develop a philosophy of law — of its nature 
and its functions, and of the proper way in which to ad- 
minister justice. Physicians consider it their prerogative to 
define the nature of disease and of health, and to determine 
how medical services ought to be distributed and paid for. 
Social workers are not content to develop a technique of case 
work; they concern themselves with social legislation. Every 
profession considers itself the proper body to set the terms in 
which some aspect of society, life or nature is to be thought 
of, and to define the general lines, or even the details, of 
public policy concerning it. 

This development is in a sense only one aspect of 
the general triumph of the graduate school, of which 
David Riesman and Christopher Jencks have written. 
Professors produce professionals. (In itself this is 
rather a new process; in the not far distant past ap- 
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prenticeship was the common mode of access to many 
such callings.) And as the number of professionals 
has increased; so has the number of professions. More 
and more, middle-class persons are attracted to the 
independence of judgment, esoteric knowledge, and 
relative immunity to outside criticism that characterize 
professional oecupations. Professidiial prerogatives are 
increasingly asserted in previously rather mundane 
fields. Again, Everett Hugheis: “The YMCA secretary 
wants his occupation recognized not merely as that of 
offering young men from the country a pleasant road 
to Protestfflt righteous in the city, but as a more 
uniy^jcsal one dealing with groups of young people. 
All that is learned of adolescence, of behavior in small 
groups, of the nature and organization of community 
life is considered the intellectual base of his work.''® 
There are now an extraordiriary number of such 
professionals in America. The National Science Foun- 
dation estimates that the number of scientists and 
engineers alone nearly doubled between 1950 and 
1965, a rate of growth 4.5 times that of the labor force 
as a whole. At mid-decade, the number of persons 
classified as professional and technical workers passed 
the nine million niark— ::a number greater than that of 
managers, officials, and proprietors, greater even than 
the number of craftsmen and foremen. And of this 
group, a considerable number are involved in various 
aspects of social welfare and reform. Through sheer 
numbers they would tend to have their way; but as 
professionals in a professionalizing society, they are 
increasingly entitled to have their way. That is how 
the system works. As has been said, the war on pov- 
erty resulted in the first instance from a variety of 
professional judgments concerning the persistence of 
the problem and the need for certain levels of Federal 
expenditure. Inevitably the content of the effort and 
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the kind of program that resulted was similarly influ- 
enced by professional judgments. Whatever exactly is 
meant by the term ‘'the poor,” it will be clear enough 
that they had almost nothing whatever to do with the 
process. 

4. The rise of the foundations. Philanthropy has 
been a characteristic feature of American society al- 
most from its inception. Although it began and con- 
tinues to be associated with voluntary contributions of 
relatively small sums to religious organizations, these 
contributions have been in no small measure destined 
for social welfare purposes, and as the society has 
grown more secularized, so has social welfare philan- 
thropy. In the settlement house movement of the turn 
of the century, philanthropy took an activist role, asso- 
ciating itself not only with the cause of the poor, but 
also directly involving itself with the life of poor com- 
munities. With the rise of the foundations, however, 
a fundamental change took place. There came into 
being a number of organizations with immense and 
(within the limits of common law prohibitions) per- 
manent financial resources, which by and large iden- 
tified themselves with the advancement of knowledge 
and with liberal social change. The process was at first 
slow enough. The Carnegie Corporation and the vari- 
ous Rockefeller funds dominated the foundation scene 
and were fairly cautious. Gradually, however, a num- 
ber of smaller foundations were established, many 
reflecting the more pronouncedly liberal traditions of 
Jewish politics and philosophy, which took much more 
adventurous and interventionist roles, especially in 
areas of Negro needs. The Stern Family Fund, the 
Field Foundation, the New World Foundation, the 
J. M. Kaplan Fund, the Taconic Foundation, are names 
that come readily to mind. But the decisive event 
came in 1950 when the Ford Foundation, established 
in 1936 “to serve the public welfare through grants 
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for educational, scientific, and charitable purposes," 
largely local in nature, received a tremendous grant 
from the Ford family and became, in its words, "'a 
nationwide phil^thropy/’ Immediately Ford, witli 
resources that in time rose above three billion dollars 
dominated the foundation world. In the period 1950-: 
63, upwards of $1.9 billion in grants were made, 90 
per cent to institutions within the United States, pri- 
marily colleges, universities, schools, and community 
organizations. This latter category represents a major 
innovation; it had major consequences for American 
society. 

With the advent of Ford, the professional style in 
reform plunged forward. From the outset, Ford took 
the initiative in deciding what needed to be done. 
A Public Affairs Program was establishedi as one of 
the nine grant-making programs of the foundation.^ 
Paul N. Ylvisaker, an energetic, creative social innova- 
tor came to head it. (The sheer size of the foundation 
apparently gave immense powers to the professional 
'‘philanthropoids,” in Dwight Macdonald's phrase, who 
were employed by the foundation. It is reasonable to^ 
assume tliat on balance these were far more politically 
liberal than the trustees. Rather as television took edi-' 
torializing away from Republican publishers and turned 
it over to Dernocratic reporters, the huge contemporary 
foundation has done something of the same to what 
once was termed charity. ) From the outset, the Public 
Affairs Program adopted the urban theme as its motif. 
Speaking in 1963, Ylvisaker stated, “Hardly a grant 
among the $100 million we have committed over the 
past decade does not in one way or another address 
itself to urban problems and conditions."^ 

At first grants tended to emphasize research and 
study, but gradually these gave way to programs of 
direct action, the so-called "grey areas" program. A 
number pf deteriorating central city areas were chosen. 
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and foundation funds made available not just to help 
with ongoing work or to provide needed services that 
were not available, but rather to transform the political 
and social life of the community through new com- 
munity organization. Ylvisaker described the effort in 
terms of three *'tough and diverse jobs”:® 

— of trying to mesh the policies and operations of separate 
public and private jurisdictions; 

— of working with disadvantaged and minority groups, particu- 
larly the Negro community; 

— of looking beyond old and fixed ways of doing things, to 
invent and evaluate new approaches in education, housing, 
employment, legal services, and welfare. 

The object, Ylvisaker boldly stated, was ‘‘to experi- 
ment with new ways of improving the social conditions 
of the central city and of opening new opportunities 
to those now living in these urban ‘grey areas.’” 
Whereupon he claimed for the effort the distinguish- 
ing quality of the professional style in reform: the 
ability to anticipate problems, and to know best : ® 

These grants were conceived and negotiated before the 
current wave of civil-rights protest began. They were not and 
are not intended as substitutes for protest, which has always 
been a healthy part of American politics and community 
improvement. Rather, they are intended to help correct the 
basic conditions which have led to protest, and to develop the 
latent potential of the human beings now crowded and often 
crushed at the bottom of the community’s totem pole. 

Thus community action became one of the first major 
themes in this new style in social change. 
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CHAPTER THREE 


MOBILIZATION 

FOR 

YOUTH 


The grey areas program of the Ford Foundation is to 
be understood not only in terms of the intellectual 
ferment of the period, but also of the political listless- 
ness. It originated, as Harris and Rein observe, “at a 
time when a divided Congress under a conservative 
president was neither willing nor able to initiate major 
reforms. The projects had therefore been conceived 
primarily in terms of a power vacuum : by concerting 
a coherent leadership in cities, they hoped to demon- 
strate how reform might circumvent the stultification 
of national policy.”^ Ylvisaker diagnosed two funda- 
mental problems of these urban grey areas. First, that 
of a cycle of poverty in which the, for the most part, 
newly migrated population was caught up and from 
which it could not escape without a considerable meas- 
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tire of social interventi^^^ a rigidification of 

bureaucratic processes within those institutions nomi- 
nally responsible for such social in mryentipn— -schools, 
welfare agencies, employment offices, and so on— so 
that in fact their interventions did not succeed and thq 
poverty cycle continued. If Ylvisaker brought all the 
expertise and manner of a reform professional to his 
enterprises, he is also to be seen as a deeply religious 
man, striving for understanding and reconciliation. 
Harris and Rein describe his carefully prepared and 
widely distributed speeches during this period : = 

He argued ... for a programme of reform \yhich would at 
once respect the diversity and individualism! of city life, and 
release it from its collective impotence, His speeches search 
after the political alchemy that would transmute the institu- 
tionalized expression of a common purpose into ungoverned 
personal action. “What is needed to co-ordinate and exploit 
the inherent power of the complicated, egalitarian societies is 
the develbiiment in balance of far more sophisticated nervous, 
cimulatory and other systems than have been evolved either by 
Our nation or any other. To detect and anticipate; to correlate 
and differentiate; to probe and carry through; to mobilize 
and individualize; to gather power and liberate it.” The agen- 
cies of reform were therefore to act as facilitators, analysts and 
catalysers, crystallizing the good intentions of many people 
about a common endeavour, yet without imposing on their 
freedom. 

The assumption of common good intentions was 
both natural to Ylvisaker and necessary to his work. 
On what other grounds could a private, tax-free foun- 
dation, representing a major capitalist interest, use its 
money to reorder the politics of the poor? This is 
fundamental, Harris and Hein continue:^ 

Taken together, the conceptions of a poverty cycle and of 
bureaucratic introversion explained the breakdown of assimila- 
tion to the opportunity structure without presupposing any 
fundamental conilict of interest. On both sides, the breakdown 
was seen in terms of irrational self -frustration. 
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Even so, he had to be careful. Hence the efforts of the 
Ford Foundation at this time were ostensibly directed 
exclusively to the somehow apolitical question of 
process. Ylvisaker had no program for social reform, 
only a method whereby local communities could evolve 
their own. Without the intervention of the outside 
agency nothing was going to happen, but that inter- 
vention assumed a form that protected it against the 
charge of interference. Local participation ensured the 
legitimacy of the results, a formula frequently to be 
encountered in the years that followed. The name of 
the game was community action, the vehicle that of 
the independent community agency. 

In an address given in January 1963 entitled, 
“Community Action: A Response to Some Unfinished 
Business,” Ylvisaker presents a useful outline of the 
thinking of the Ford Foundation on this subject at that 
time. He describes, first of all, his technique. The prob- 
lems cities faced were enormous: “migration, auto- 
mation, racial tensions, relaxing moral standards, 
exploding populations, accelerating technological prog- 
ress and obsolescence.” An impressive list, in which it 
may be noted that “progress,” too, had become a 
problem. To deal with them, Ylvisaker proposed, the 
“social application of the art of jujitsu: of exerting 
smaller forces at points of maximum leverage to cap- 
ture larger forces otherwise working against us.” (A 
compelling image, but not an entirely clear one: just 
what is to be thrown off balance? ) He then described 
four “hunches” with which the Foundation had pro- 
ceeded. First, that the city could be conceived of as a 
system, “much as A.T. & T., for example, has long 
viewed it as a communication system.” Systems analysts 
should be put to work “on the social production system 
of the modem metropolis.” (This became, of course, 
the avowed purpose of the Urban Institute established 
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by the Johnson Administration in 1968, with the help 
of ford Foundation fund^ a kind of jujitsu.) The sec- 
ond hunch was that "'awakening self-respect is the most 
powerful agent for renewing our cities socially, and for 
that matter physically.” Tlie third hunch was that 
"certain parts of the urban social system can be per- 
fected by rational means imd specific devices.” Con- 
trasting with the urban renewal program of the 1940*s, 
he continued: 

W have placed the Ford Foundation's first bet not on the 
central business district of the city but on its school system, 
and more on school outlook and methods than on buildings; on 
the city and metropolitan area's employment system, on their 
administraUon of justice, and a growing list of similarly criti- 
cal "productipn processes” which are currently bottlenecks in; 
the process of citizen-building. 

His final hunch was that "it would be a mistake to 
assume that ingenious social inventions could not arise 
from agencies which already existed in the commu- 
nity.” There is an element of ingenuousness here, 
much as in the remark of the Earl of Kildare's that he’ 
would not have burned a church had he not thought 
the Bishop was in it. The Ford Foundation did not 
begin with the assumption that ingenious social inven- 
tion could not arise from existing community agencies, 
but somehow it always ended with that conclusion . 
Indeed by this time the Foundation had already reached 
that conclusion with respect to four cities and provided 
funds to establish new community agencies in Boston, 
New Haven, Oakland, and Philadelphia. 

In the aftermath of the enactment of the poverty 
program, and of related enterprises such as the Model 
Cities Program, the establishment of new community 
organizations, with ever more ingenious acronymic 
flourishes, has become commonplace. This was not so 
at the beginning of the 1960's. The use of Federal 
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funds for such efforts was unheard of; such New Deal 
experiments that had occurred had been discredited if 
they had failed, and forgotten if they had not. Com- 
munity Chest types of organizations, which began in 
the 1920 s and spread throughout the nation, were es- 
sentially fund-raising devices designed to provide an 
orderly system of support for private, nonprofit social 
service agencies, typically providing family services. 
The Ford Foundation had something far more enter- 
prising in mind : it purposed nothing less than institu- 
tional change in the operation and control of American 
cities. To this object it came forth with a social inven- 
tion of enormous power: the independent community 
agency. In effect, the Public Affairs Program of the 
Ford Foundation invented a new level of American 
government, the inner-city community action agency. 

The idea that a private, tax-free organization, respon- 
sible to none but its own wishes, should attempt any- 
thing of the sort would surely have given rise to not 
a little consternation in liberal circles had the organi- 
zation been seen as politically conservative. But the 
intentions of the Foundation were so impeccably benign 
that the subject was hardly raised, if at all. Moreover, 
the need for such efforts, the conviction of the decline 
of community and the alienation of the urban mass 
was almost a “given/' The usefulness of an independ- 
ent community agency, designed to involve local per- 
sons in the control of their own destinies needed hardly 
to be argued among persons who followed such mat- 
ters. The contrast between the shaggy, inexact com- 
munitarian anarchism of the Paul Goodman variety, 
which characterized tjiis aspect of the Ford Founda- 
tion program, with the shiny, no nonsense, city-as-a- 
system, Robert S. McNamara style of the other part, 
need not distract anyone. At the time, those ostensibly 
divergent tendencies seemed somehow equally up-to- 
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date^d mutually compatible. Again, the times seemed 
to facilitate such convergence, as was to be seen in 
Nisbet's call for a system of institutional laissez-faire, 
or in a not dissimilar observation of Marris and Rein:* 

[L]iberal reform, like the radical right, seems to be appealing 
to a tradition of individualism which bureaucracy has cor- 
rupted/ But unlike the right, it recognizes the justice of insti- 
tutional intervention, from generation to generation, to restore 
an equal chance, and seeks to make that intervention more 
effective. 

In truth, the Ford Foundation was not the first to 
conceive of an umbrella type of community agency 
with objectives of this kind. The prototype began on 
the Lower East Side of New York — a traditional, al- 
most a classical area of immigrant settlement in the 
great city, which, following World War II, had begun 
to fill up with the most recent newcomers, Puerto 
Ricans and Southern Negroes. With them had come 
the old problem of juvenile delinquency; the /‘fighting 
gangs” of the period, with their exotic names and sys- 
tematized violence, half Renaissance, fialf Iroquois, 
and the appearance of drug use as a distinctly lower 
class, youthful phenomenon. In the context of the cur- 
rent theories of alienation and the decline of commu- 
nity, seemed to call for a special response. At a meeting 
of the Board of Directors of the Henry Street Settle- 
ment, in June 1957, the businessman-philanthropist 
J. M. Kaplan proposed “that work be started at once on 
drawing up a program commensurate in size and scope 
with the dimensions of the problem.” What came to be 
known as Mobilization for Youth was thereupon offi- 
cially begun. 

Neither the size of the area nor the scope of the 
problem was overwhelming, which was just as well if 
something importantly new was to be tried. The terri- 
tory consisted of five health areas, as defined by the 
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New York City Department of Health, comprising 
altogether thirteen census tracts. Just over 100,000 
persons lived there, in the city of eight million. (It may 
be noted that 1960 population was barely one-third 
that of 1910, when the Henry Street Settlement was 
earning its deserved reputation in a teeming slum of 
299,459 persons. Thus do standards of deprivation 
change.) It was not an especially unruly neighbor- 
hood; the juvenile delinquency rate there had been 
consistently lower than that of Manhattan as a whole, 
although greater than the city as a whole. The reason 
for this was simple enough. The largest ethnic group 
in the area continued to be Jewish, and as the organ- 
ization's prospectus observed, “Only one Jewish boy 
was reported as currently in a gang." Jewish and 
Italian boys (another sizable group) at this stage in 
New York history were not getting into trouble, cer- 
tainly not in the proportion of Negro and Puerto Rican 
youth, ethnic groups that made up 8 per cent and 26 
per cent of the area population respectively. Other, 
more troubled neighborhoods could have been found, 
but the Henry Street Settlement was where it was and 
that is where the action occurred. 

In short order. Mobilization for Youth, Inc. (MFY) 
was founded as a “non-profit membership corporation 
composed of representatives of agencies and institu- 
tions on the Lower East Side of New York City and 
persons recommended by the New York School of Social 
Work at Columbia University." A Board of Directors 
was assembled, headed by the impeccably patrician 
Winslow Carlton. He was joined by the familiar assem- 
blage ; a priest, a rabbi, a minister, a Negro, a Puerto 
Rican, a trade unionist, a woman. The principal settle- 
ment houses in the area were represented. Notably, 
both the Dean of the New York School of Social Work 
of Columbia University, P. Frederick DelliQuadri, and 
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the Associate Dean, Mitchell 1. Ginsberg, were mem- 
bers. The Board very much represented the welfare 
establishment in the era of Robert F. Wagner and had 
ready access to City Hall. Funds were provided by the 
Kaplan Foundation to set in motion a planning process 
that was to go on for four and one-half years, with 
additional support in time from the Taconic Founda- 
tion, headed by the late Stephen Currier, the National 
Institute of Mental Health, and most importantly, the 
New York School of Social Work. 

The Lower East Side of New York, if it no longer 
teemed with slum dwellers, had more than its share of 
social agencies, a legacy from the swarming immigrant 
past. These agencies had at least the normal capacity 
to devise "action programs” to justify their existence, 
and in truth with the arrival of the Negro and Puerto 
Rican groups, they had every reason to wish to do so. 
But much of the conviction had drained out of the old 
ways of social woi:k. Perhaps also in subtle ways it was 
perceived or suspected that those old ways, whatever 
their validity might once have been, would not be as 
effective with the new clients, as social workers prefer 
to call those whose dependence on them is often as 
painful for the middle-class professional as it is for 
the lower-class recipient. A new approach seemed called 
for, one that would respond not only to the possibly 
different needs of Negroes and Puerto Ricans and also 
—this surely was an influence — to the general sense 
of the attrition of the urban community, and the 
emerging social science doctrines as to the sources of 
this attrition- In a paper prepared for a Ford Foun- 
dation Conference Discussion on Community Devel- 
opment held in October 1960, Lloyd E. Ohlin of 
Cplumbia’s School of Social Work set forth the prop- 
osition that in such efforts one of the central issues is, 
"What are the conditions of life in deprived urban 
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areas which should be viewed as problematic.”® MFY 
chose juvenile delinquency, and this was decisive, as 
a theory of social action to combat delinquency had by 
then emerged which brought together the essential 
themes of alienation, community, moral values, and 
social change. This was the "opportunity” theory of 
delinquent behavior propounded in the book Delin- 
quency and Opportunity, published that year by Ohlin 
and his colleague at the Columbia School of Social 
Work, Richard A. Cloward.® 

Before describing the Cloward-Ohlin thesis, it would 
be well to suggest the essential sterility of official ap- 
proaches to the problem of delinquency at this time. 
Much that followed will be forgiven if the reader con- 
siders what went before. 

A fair representation will be found in the Report to 
Congress on Juvenile Delinquency, prepared and sub- 
mitted by the Children’s Bureau and the National In- 
stitute of Mental Health, agencies of the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare, in 1960. The work 
was largely that of the Children’s Bureau, established 
a half century earlier in the era of child labor. With 
that problem long since supplanted by the issue of 
youth unemployment, the Children’s Bureau kept busy 
by finding new problems. In 1954, a Division of Juve- 
nile Delinquency Service was established and in time 
it produced the inevitable report to Congress. 

Delinquency posed for the Children’s Bureau the 
same form of dilemma that family instability in 
Negroes was later to present; an issue fascinating as 
it might justify the Bureau’s existence, but terrifying 
as it raised questions of immoral behavior. The 
Bureau’s strategy on both issues was to say nothing 
itself but to attack the position of anyone who did. 
The position of the 1960 report to Congress, largely 
the work of the Children’s Bureau, is summed up in 
one paragraph. 
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Many factors frequently cited as causes of delinquency 
are really only concomitants. They are not causes in the sense 
that if they were removed delinquency would decline. Among 
these factors are : 

Broken homes. 

Poverty. 

Poor housing. 

Lack of recreational facilities. 

Poor physical health. 

Race. 

Working mothers. ^ 


Travis Hirschi and Hanan C. Selvin, in an article 
devoted to the report, have termed this the thesis that 
''nothing causes anything/'® The report abounds in 
ponderous findings : 


Juvenile delinquency is a total national problem that is in- 
creasing both in absolute and relative terms. 

Delinquency is still most prevalent among lower social, 
economic groups and in deteriorated sectipus of large cities, 
but it pgcup^^ favored parts of ciUes and cp|n- , 

munities. The rate of increase in delihq^^ in rural areas 
and small towns appears to be even more rapid, in recent 
years, than in large urban centers. 

The factors related to the occurrence of juvenile delin- 
quency are so numerous and complex that only extremely 
well-coordinated approaches utilizing all of the governmental 
and nongovernmental resources of our society — local, state, 
and national-— can hope to he effective in curbing the present 
trend. 

The prediction of delinquency in children and the techniques 
of prevention are not well understood. 

Today, services for both the prevention of delinquency and 
the treatment and rehabilitation of offenders are inadequate 
for reasons of lack of coordination. ... 

There is also a great need for strengthening at all levels 
the organization, coordination, and staffing of agencies both 
public and private. 

It concluded that the Federal government should play 
a "leadership" role — a Washington term meaning gen- 
uine responsibility would remain elsewhere — but also 
specificaily recommended that research and demon- 
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stration projects "in different types and sizes of com- 
munities, among varying groups in the population, and 
in different kinds of programs designed for prevention, 
control, and treatment of juvenile delinquency’’ should 
be undertaken. Special stress was laid on the evalua- 
tion of such programs. The routine proposal for deal- 
ing in some unspecified way with the "acute shortage 
of adequately trained personnel” constituted the sec- 
ond of the report’s two recommendations. 

In effect the report was a summary of research 
findings of the period which demonstrated that no 
single factor yet tested bore a perfect relationship to 
delinquency. Fair enough. The great value of such 
findings, as A. K. Cohen has stated, is that they inval- 
idate "the assumption of intrinsic pathogenic qualities” 
of "broken homes,” or "poor housing,” or "race,” or 
whatever. But to go from there to assume that what 
has no intrinsic pathogenic qualities, has no patho- 
genic qualities whatever is both fatal in logic and 
stultifying in action. Hirschi and Selvin write : ® 

[P]erfect association implies single causation, and less-than- 
perfect association implies multiple causation. Rejecting as 
causes of delinquency those variables whose association is less 
than perfect thus implies rejecting the principle of multiple 
causation. * Rejecting the principle of multiple causation 
implies denying the possibility of any change in the social 
structure — since, in this view, nothing causes anything. 

This was emphatically not the view of Cloward and 
Ohlin, who found in alienation the master concept for 
explaining and controlling delinquency. In this they 
were following an already well-established tradition. 
As Nisbet observed, just as twentieth century artists, 
writers, theologians, and political philosophers became 
preoccupied with the plight of the isolated individual 
in his unequal contest with a Protestant God or capital- 
ist state, "So too in the social sciences has the vision 
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of the lost individual become central/'^® This began 
with the French sociologist fimile Durkheim who, at 
the turn of the century investigated the phenomenon 
of suicide and found it closely related to a sense of 
normlessness, an absence or desiccation of moral and 
social involvement with others, which he termed 
anomic. The correlates of the anomic variant aliena- 
tipn were familiar features of the twenii^l^^ century: 
the more urbanized, rationalized, industrialized, un- 
affiliated the individual, the more likely he would lose 
faith in others, give in to despair— one of the seven 
deadly sins of the old faith— and turn to self de- 
struction, i 

Melvin Seeman has isolated, as it were, five related 
but distinguishable notions of alienation that can be 
defined in terms of an individuars expectancies and 
values. These are: powerlessness, meaninglessness; 
normlessness, value isolation, and self -estrangement. 
Seeman contrasts these with the positive values that 
go into the making of a stable and rewarding society : 

The sense of powerlessness goes counter to the values of mas- 
tery and autonomy; value isolation undercuts the goal of 
conscTislis; normlessness threatens the stable development of 
order and trust; while meaninglessness and self estrangement 
are the alienative counterparts of understanding and commit- 
ment. i 

Social scientists have had some success in scaling 
such attitudes and in measuring the correlations be-, 
tween them. Notably stable scaling has been achieved 
for the concepts of powerlessness and of anomie. The 
two correlate, but they are not the same. In general, 
the lower an individual is in the socioeconomic hier- 
archy, the higher will be his scores on these attitudes. 
But anomie does appear to identify social deviant per- 
sons, whereas powerlessness does not.^^ 

This association became one of central interest to 
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the eminent Columbia sociologist Robert K. Merton 
(coeditor with Nisbet of the study Contemporary Social 
Problems^^) who, writing in the mid-1930's, held that 
anomie arises when there is a disjunction between 
socially approved goals and social institutions through 
which such goals must be achieved. The consequence 
is deviant behavior. Norms result from interaction be- 
tween cultural values, social structures, and individual 
needs. When the structures do not permit the needs to 
be fulfilled within the guidelines of the cultural values, 
the latter begin to lose their meaning, certainly their 
authority. Merton in a sense worked hack from find- 
ings concerning individuals to conclusions concerning 
the society, this in the tradition of Harry Stack Sullivan 
who insisted that personal disorders are often but re- 
flections of social disorders. In an incisive and per- 
suasive next step, Cloward and Ohlin took this set of 
concepts to explain the behavior, or misbehavior, of 
the Henry Street Dragons. Delinquency, they argued, 
arises when socially approved goals — owning a car, 
dressing well — are made impossible to achieve through 
legitimate methods, because of motor vehicle licensing 
requirements, lack of part-time jobs for juveniles, and 
so on. The delinquent is a normal youth with normal 
expectations that society does not permit him to achieve 
through normal channels. Whereupon he turns to al- 
ternate channels, which typically are illegal. Lacking 
opportunity to earn money to buy clothes, he steals it. 
His willingness to do this is not callousness but norm- 
lessness, an anomic condition induced by society. 

There is nothing uniquely American about anomie. 
To the contrary, it is a common phenomenon of mod- 
ern industrial societies. (Belmondo’s unthinking mur- 
derer in ‘‘Breathless” is normless, as it is Jean Seberg, 
who turns him in. ) It will also be seen, however, that 
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the thesis as related to delinquency was reassuringly 
conservative, quintessentially American. A half cem 
tury of international sociology had produced a set of 
propositions not far from Father Hahagan's assertion 
that ‘There is no such thing as a bad boy.” Cloward 
and Ohlin argued that delinquents were resorting ip 
desperately deviant and dangerous measures in order 
to conform to the routine goals of the larger society. 
If that society wished them to conform not only in 
their objectives but in their means for achieving themj 
it had only to provide the opportunity to do so. Oppor-^ 
tunity was the master concept. And what else was 
America all about? But this was precisely where so 
much advanced social thinking of that time was emerg- 
ing. What, after all, had Paul Goodman, radical, bo- 
hemian, leftist theorist, asked of society save that 
young men be given meaningful work to do? 

The planning for MFY proceeded for four and one- 
half years, a time span which will give some feeling 
of the professional care and hopefully scientific atti- 
tude that went into its preparation. At length, on 
December 9, 1961, the results were published in a 
617-page volume entitled A Proposal for the Preven- 
tion and Control of Delinquency by Expanding Oppor- 
tunities.^^ This was, in effect, a request for the National 
Institute of Mental Health to fund the project. The 
volume is one of the more remarkable documents in 
the history of efforts to bring about “scientific” social 
change: lucid, informed, precise, scholarly, and above 
all, candid. A plan devised by a group of middle-class 
intellectuals to bring about changes in the behavior of 
a group of lower class youth who differed from thein 
in ethnicity and religion, in social class and attitudes, 
in life styles, and above all, in life prospects. An en- 
terprise, designed in the most avowed and open man- 
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ner, to acquire by the experimental mode knowledge 
of general validity that could be applied elsewhere with 
predictable results. As the Prospectus states;^® 

Juvenile delinquency is widely recognized as a major social 
problem not only in the United States but in many other 
modern industrial countries throughout the world. Yet little 
systematic work has been done on the problem since the Se- 
cond World War. Law enforcement officers and the courts, 
social welfare, religious and civic organizations, and govern- 
ment at various levels, all have taken a crack at it but only 
on a fragmentary, ad hoc basis. While behavioral scientists 
have formulated a number of theories of causation and proc- 
ess, their hypotheses have gone largely untested. 

“Mobilization for Youth” is put forward as an answer to 
the need for a systematic approach to the problem. ... It offers 
a broad program of action based on a coherent operating 
hypothesis and integrated with a carefully designed program 
of research and evaluation. Essentially, it is a project of social 
experimentation and investigation, using as its laboratory an 
urban residential area with a high delinquency rate, large 
and diverse enough in population to be representative of prob- 
lem areas in many communities but small enough geographi- 
cally to permit the operation of intensive programs of action 
and research. 

The analogy with laboratory research in the physical 
sciences was not simply a manner of speaking; it was 
the specific and avowed intent of the project to pro- 
duce valid and replicable results that could then be 
used generally. The Prospectus continued 

It is a large and expensive project as behavioral science ex- 
periments go, but compared with projects in technological 
research and development it is modest. We think that it is 
time that American society began to invest something like as 
much in the development of better human relations as it puts 
into technology. As in industry and the physical sciences, 
social research and development costs far more than the 
subsequent application of its findings and the replication of 
the methods it tests. 

After a brief depiction of conditions in the MFY 
Area, the Prospectus moves directly to a detailed ac- 
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count of the theoretical foundations on which the pro- 
posed program was to be based, Cloward and Ohlin*^ 
theory was represented as *‘an effort to extend and to 
refine two great intellectual traditions ; the theory of 
anomie, as exemplified in the work of Emile Durkheim 
and Robert K. Merton, and the theory of culture trans- 
mission and differential association, as exemplified in 
the work of Clifford R. Shaw, Henry D. McKay and 
Edwin H. Sutherland.”^ ^ Theretofore theories of delin- 
quency had tended to locate the problem within the 
delinquent individual, howsoever much society may be 
responsible for his having ended up in such a com 
dition. One theory, that of culture conflict, suggested 
that lower-class youth “internalize” a value system 
from their milieu which leads-— in some ways, requires 
—them to behave in a manner that the larger middle- 
class society defines as delinquent. The youth do noth- 
ing particularly wrong by the lights of their immediate 
society, but such actions are deemed delinquent by the 
larger society. Another theory described delinquency 
as a kind of rite de passage in which the gang provides 
a setting in which a youth passing into manhood can 
perform the prescribed feats of testing and daring. Yet' 
another, and related one, saw delinquency as especially 
associated with the female-based households so com- 
mon to lower-class life which provide adolescent males 
no models by which to ease out of the childhood iden-’ 
tification with mother, with the result that they have 
to form their own models and break put in acts of 
“protest masculinity.” MFY did not reject any of these 
theories, but to the contrary suggested that there was 
merit in all of them, and that parts of each might be 
usefully applied to action. The female-centered house- 
hold theory might lead, for example, to concern with 
“the sex distribution of sohopl faculties, the relative 
masculinity of curricular content, and other features 
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of the school that might result in a definition of edu- 
cation as feminine/’^^ Its central theory, however, was 
based on somewhat different assumptions about delin- 
quent behavior, that of opportunity structure : 

Foremost among these is the conviction that delinquency is 
not simply an asocial or a “primitive” reaction. People some- 
times “explain” the law^-violating patterns of juvenile de- 
linquents by suggesting that these youngsters have been 
inadequately socialized, poorly trained at home or school. The 
delinquent, they say, has simply not learned the “rights” and 
“wrongs” of conduct in a civilized society. We do not sub- 
scribe to explanations of this kind, for we do not view the 
delinquent as untouched or unreached by the society of which 
he is a part. It has been our experience that most persons 
who participate in delinquent patterns are fully aware of the 
differences between right and wrong, between conventional be- 
havior and rule-violating behavior. They may not care about 
the differences, or they may enjoy flouting the rules of the 
game, or they may have decided that illegitimate practices get 
them what they want more efficiently than legitimate prac- 
tices. But to say this is not the same as to say that they do not 
understand the rules. 

Secondly, we believe that delinquency and conformity gen- 
erally result from the same social conditions. Efforts to con- 
form, to live up to social expectations, often result in profound 
strain and frustration because the opportunities for conformity 
are not always available. This frustration may lead in turn 
to behavior which violates social rules. In this way delinquency 
and conformity can arise from the same features of social 
life: unsuccessful attempts to be what one is supposed to be 
may lead to aberrant behavior, since the very act of reaching 
out for socially approved goals under conditions that preclude 
their legitimate achievement engenders strain. 

Finally, we believe that delinquency ordinarily represents a 
search for solutions to problems of adjustment. In the sense 
that delinquency is an effort to resolve difficulties resulting 
from attempts to conform, it is not purposeless, although it 
may be random and disorganized and may not result in a 
successful solution. (In fact, delinquent “solutions” may even 
bring on additional and more serious problems of adjustment.) 

In summary, it is our belief that much delinquent behavior 
is engendered because opportunities for conformity are limited. 
Delinquency therefore represents not a lack of motivation to 
conform but quite the opposite: the desire to meet social 
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expectations itself becomes the source of delinquent behavior 
if the possibility of doing so is limited or nonexistent. 

The importance of these assumptions in framing the 
large-scale program which is proposed here cannot be ovet- 
emphasized. The essence of our approach to prevention, 
rehabilitation, and social control in the field of juvenile de- 
linquency may be stated as follows: in order to reduce the 
incidence of delinquent behavior or to rehabilitate persons wlw 
arc already enmeshed in delinquent patterns, we must provide 
the social and psychological resources that make conformity 
possible. 

The document is not without weaknesses. A certain 
gushiness conies through, in the manner of well-to-dp 
benefactors thinking up a nicer life for the poor. For 

example, the coffee shop project 

. ^ ^ ^ 

Three store front cultural centers will be set up within the 
Mobilization area, each having the outward aspect of a coffee 
house. An attractive new facility, symbolic of the style and 
mood of the youth themselves, each shop will be "jazzy” and 
"cool,” The shops will be expressive of the socially acceptably 
interests of lower class youth, aged 16 to 20, and thus will 
provide an alternative to illegitimate patterns. , 

(Two years later the MFY News Bulletin carried a 
photographic "Study in Concentration” of the one cofffeS 
house that was set up: young men in blazers playing 
chess. Several years after that, the MFY Director al- 
lowed that the project hadn’t exactly worked out as 
planned.) 

But if a ineasure of fantasy found its way into the 
proposal, there was also present a fair-minded insist- 
ence that the MFY prospectus was after all only a set of 
middle-class notions of what was to be done, and that 
as soon as could possibly be managed, the program 
ideas for MFY should start coming from the people 
of the area itself — ^in cooperation with the staff, to be 
sure, but a staff trained and drilled to understand that 
the indigenous disadvantaged know more about what 
ails them than do social engineers from Columbia. For 
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the fundamental fact of the MFY plan was that it pro- 
posed to mobilize not just the youth of the area, but the 
entire community. The plan was to energize and or- 
ganize the adults of the area no less than the minor 
children in a coordinated effort to deal with the prob- 
lems the children were facing in their effort to grow 
into adults. 

A striking quality about the MFY proposal is the 
degree to which its Program for Action corresponds in 
structure and detail to the Economic Opportunity Act 
that was presented to Congress two and a quarter years 
later, even, indeed, to the martial spirit of their popu- 
lar designations, and the actual terminology in many 
instances. The community action title of the Economic 
Opportunity Act, for example, defines such a program 
as one that '‘mobilizes*' public and private resources. 


MOBILIZATION FOR 
YOUTH— 1961 

The World of Work 

Urban Youth Service Corps 
Exploi'atory Work Course 
Youth Jobs Center . . . Other 
programs to overcome oc- 
cupational barriers . . . 
Training vocational per- 
sonnel 

The World of Education 
Teacher training 
Curriculum improvement 
Parent-school relations 
Other preschool and ele- 
mentary school programs 
Other guidance and person- 
nel services 
The Community 

Organizing the unaffiliated 
Operation Assimilation 
Lower East Side Neighbor- 
hoods Association 
Neighborhood Councils 


ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
ACT OF 1964 

Title 1. Youth Programs 
Part A. Job Corps Program 
Part B. Work Training Pro- 
grams (Neighbor- 
hood Youth Corps) 


Part C. Work - Study Pro- 
grams 


Title II. 

Operation Head Start 


Title II. 

Community Action Agencies 
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MOBILIZATION FOR 
YOVtH~im 

Specialized Services to Individ- 
uals and Families 

Neighborhpod Service Cen- 
ters 

Specialized Services to Groups 
Coffee-Shop Project 
Detached Worker Project 
The Adventure Corps 


Preadolescent Project 
Other services to groups 

(Not every proposed MFY 
project is included in this 
list.) 

The central concept of each program is that of 
opportunity, which indeed became the key term in the 
title of the Federal act. The significance of this par- 
ticular similarity is strengthened by the fact that 
the choice of the term was in ways happenstance. 
For most of the period of its development the Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Act was officially termed the Hu- 
man Resources Development Act of 1964. The final 
title was suggested by James L. Sundquist, then Dep- 
uty Under Secretary of Agriculture. Sec. 2 of the Act, 
declaring that 'It is therefore the policy of the United! 
States to eliminate the paradox of poverty in the midst 
of plenty in this Nation by opening to everyone the 
opportunity for education and trmmng, the opportunity 
to work, and the opportunity to live in decency and 
dignity,” was written by Christopher Weeks, a Shriver 
aide. This was in turn an adaptation of the Preamble 
to the draft specifications of the Bill to Combat Poverty 
drawn up in the White House and circulated within 


ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 
ACT OF 1964 

Title III. 

Family Unity Through Jobs 
Comprehensive Service Cen- 
ters (Title 11) 

Urban and rural coopera- 
tives 

VISTA (Volunteers In Serv- 
ice to America) 

Title III. 

Special Programs to Combat 
Poverty in Rural Areas 
Title IV. 

Employment and Investment 
Incentives 

(Not all programs listed wer^ 
specified in the EAO of 1964. 5 
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the government on January 21, 1964, which spoke of 
providing everyone, especially youth, "a full opportu- 
nity to break the chains of hopeless poverty which 
have been passed on from generation to generation.” 
It is to be doubted that there was any conscious use 
of MFY terminology here. The more important fact is 
that the idea of expanding opportunities had suffused 
the Washington atmosphere, just as it had suffused 
that of New York in which the MFY program had been 
conceived. Similarly, the two programs not only cor- 
responded in detail, but in the priorities assigned to 
the various proposed activities. The first issue to be 
joined, both in combatting delinquency and warring on 
poverty, was that of jobs for young people. The second 
was education for young people. Only then came com- 
munity action, and thereafter services to special groups 
such as farmers, small businessmen, and the like. 
These were ideas that made sense to people in the 
1950’s and early 1960’s. 

1961 was an exciting year in America: change was 
in the wind; new ideas were being sought. Here, in the 
MFY proposal, was as stimulating and comprehensive 
a set as could be hoped for. Not surprisingly, within 
six months a singular consortium consisting of the 
Ford Foundation, the City of New York, and the Fed- 
eral government was put together to provide a three 
year, $12.5 million grant. In round terms. Ford put up 

15 per cent, the City of New York 30 per cent, and the 
rest came from Washington. The National Institute of 
Mental Health contributed 36 per cent, the President's 
Committee on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime 

16 per cent, with the Labor Department and other 
agencies providing the remainder. (With the passage 
of the Manpower Development and Training Act of 
1962, the Labor Department contribution rose con- 
siderably. ) This was social experimentation on a large 
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scale. From the outset it was understood that what 
came to pass in those thirteen census tracts on the 
Lower East Side would have national significance. The 
program was launched in a sunny ceremony in the 
White House garden on May 31, 1962. The official 
nature of the undertaking was made clear : the For4 
Foundation’s jujitsu was at work. The Democratic 
Party, the Chief Executive of the nation, and the mayor 
of its largest city were sponsoring the project. ‘‘New 
York’s program,” the President declared, “is the best in 
the country at this time, and is the furthest along.” 
He thanked the Members of Congress who had worked 
on this problem of juvenile delinquency, which, he| 
added, ‘Is really perhaps not the most descriptive 
phrase; it’s really a question of young people and their 
opportunity—.” The President beamed. Mayor Wagner 
squinted. In the background the Attorney General,^ 
chairman of the President’s Committee on Juvenile 
Delinquency and Youth Crime, had a quizzical look. 
But this was no moment for doubts, 
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The disposition of government is toward continuity. 
The 1960 Children*s Bureau-NIMH report on juvenile 
delinquency may have had its methodological failings, 
but its proposal (incorporated in departmental legis- 
lation already several times proposed to the Congress, 
but as yet not acted upon) that the Federal govern- 
ment undertake a series of research and demonstration 
projects in this field was there waiting for the Kennedy 
administratipn when it took qffice. Erabellished, but 
only that, by the exhilarating style and glamorous per- 
sonalities of the New Frontier, this is what happened. 

Juvenile delinquency had not been an issue in the 
Presidential campaign. Kennedy mentioned the sub- 
ject only twice during the long journey of August 1 
through November 7, and on neither occasion did he 
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indicate that he had been influenced by the newest 
thinking on the subject. In Indianapolis, oblivious, 
apparently, to the research of Herbert Cans and others 
on the effects of urban renewal on community cohe- 
sion, he asked (referring to Republican delinquen- 
cies), “How can you measure the cost of juvenile 
delinquency in the slums which have not been torn 
down by an effective urban renewal program?” In 
Pittsburgh, ostensibly indifferent to the new style in 
social change, he pointed with scorn to the Republican 
record, “On alleviating juvenile delinquency — research 
it.” Nonetheless, this seemingly humdrum, marginal 
subject happened to involve the two most pressing 
domestic issues that were to face the Kennedy admin- 
istration: employment and race. At the moment Ken- 
nedy took office, 5V2 million Americans were without 
jobs — the highest number since the Great Depression. 
Save for a brief period in 1958, insured unemployment 
was at the highest point in its history. This was the 
first subject with which he dealt in his State of the 
Union address, January 30, 1961. 

We take office in the wake of seven months of recession, 
three and one-half years of slack, seven years of diminished 
economic growth, and nine years of falling farm income. 

The unemployment rates for youth were twice those 
for the work force as a whole, and among Negro youth 
these rates routinely attained levels that must be de- 
scribed as horrendous. Although the economy turned 
up the month after Kennedy took office, employment 
lagged behind. Further, it seemed to be acquiring pat- 
terns sharply inhospitable to the poor, notably the 
Negro poor fleeing the depressed countryside. 

Although the economists within the government, 
especially those in the Bureau of Labor Statistics, did 
not see any great signs of the work force being wiped 
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out by automation, the terms was nonetheless on 
everyone's lips. Many public men, including some in 
the administration, were convinced that the job prob- 
lem was not going to be solved. (In an article published 
shortly after the assassination, Hans j. Morgenthau 
listed "permanent unemployment” as one of the leg- 
acies of the Kennedy era. ) At all events, it did not 
appear that conventional economic processes would do 
the trick: for example, between 1957 and 1963, all of 
the increase in employment in the United States was 
accounted for by jobs added to the public sector. 

Although the level, or visibility, of Negro protest was 
not especially high at this time, it steadily mounted in 
the months that followed, and frequently focused oh 
unemployment as an issue. This reflected the gradual 
urbanization and secularization of the movement, and 
the influence of socialist thinkers such as Bayard 
ftustin. The 1963 March on Washington was for "Jobs 
and Freedom.” The connection between race problems 
and economic problems was obvious enough. Moreover, 
at this time it was just barely beginning to be perceived 
that social conditions in the slums of the large cities 
were inching towards instability. In retrospect it would 
appear they were in fact galloping in that direction; 
but if no one fully realized that, at least the direction 
was noted. For one thing, the implications of the un- 
nerving rate of youth crime among urban Negroes was 
beginning to be grasped. Any set of propositions that 
connected these phenomena, which is precisely what 
the opportunity theory did, had a built-in audience in 
the Kennedy administration-— not only an audience but 
a partisan in the person of the President's brother, the 
Attorney General. The stages by which Robert Ken- 
nedy’s interest in this field developed must await his 
biographer. It is sufficient for this narrative that he 
was Attorney General and in that capacity formally 
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concerned with matters of law enforcement. And 
further he was just then beginning the steady escala- 
tion of his involvement with the life of the poor, per- 
haps especially the Negro poor, that was to be the 
dominant passion of his life at the end. 

Juvenile delinquency was, moreover, increasingly a 
political problem about which an American political 
leader was required at this time at least to appear to 
be concerned. Kennedy touched on the subject in his 
first State of the Union Address, “Organized and juve- 
nile crimes cost the taxpayers millions of dollars each 
year, making it essential that we have improved en- 
forcement and new legislative safeguards.” In his first 
press conference, May Craig asked about the subject. 
The administration responded. David Hackett, a close 
boyhood friend of Robert F. Kennedy's (he was to be 
one of his pall bearers) and an important aide in the 
1960 campaign, was made special assistant to the 
Attorney General, and told to work up something. With 
no experience in the field, Hackett was open to new 
ideas. Almost immediately he was visited by represen- 
tatives of the Ford Foundation, Dyke Brown, a senior 
executive, and David Hunter, a person of energy, intel- 
ligence, and devotion to social change, who was 
responsible for MFY affairs at Ford. The theory of 
MFY was expounded to Hackett, with perhaps a special 
emphasis on the coordination functions stressed by the 
grey area projects; It took. On May 11, 1961, the 
President sent a message to Congress reporting an 
apparent increase in delinquency, which “seems to 
occur most often among school drop-outs and unem- 
ployed youth faced with limited opportunities and from 
broken families.” He proposed that the Federal govern- 
ment undertake projects to “demonstrate and evaluate” 
the most effective countermeasures : “Measures must 
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be taken to reach deeply into the experiences of every- 
day life in deprived families and local cpnimunities.” 
In the meantime, he was establishing by Executive 
Order a committee made up of the Attorney General, 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, and 
the Secretary of Labor ‘"to coordinate their efforts in ; 
the development of a program of Federal leadership 
to assist the states and local communities.” 

The appointment of the President's Committee on 
Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime was decisive. 
As the President’s statement of May 11th indicated, 
the key concepts were there at the outset: ‘hpportu-; 
nity,” ''coordination,” "community.” Key men in the 
government took up the matter. The Attorney General, 
by virtue of his rank in the cabinet, of the nature of 
the subject, and of his personal position in the admin- 
istration, became chairman. In Arthur Goldberg at 
Laboic and Abrahain Ribicoff at he had personal 
friends and political allies for colleagues. The com- 
mittee began work with a small sum from White House 
funds. David Hackett was made executive director of 
PCJD, as it came to be designated. Hackett, a steady, 
pleasant man with a well-developed capacity for listen- 
ing to others and an easily underestimated capacity to 
persist in an enterprise once begun, gathered a vibrant 
group aroimd him. This included Ooyd Ohlin, a scholar 
at once self-effacing and immensely persuasive; San- 
ford L. Kravitz, a warm, tough, experienced social 
worker-intellectual; and Richard Boone of the Public 
Affairs Department of the Ford Foundation. Boone 
thereupon became a decisive actor in the drama of 
community action. A deceptively bland, seemingly un- 
assertive professional, he had done graduate work in 
sociology at the University of Chicago where he had 
thoroughly absorbed the tradition of community organ- 
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ization which the renowned Chicago sociologists of 
1920's and 1930's had taken off-campus, into their 
environs. He thus brought to the theories of the Colum- 
bia School of Social Work a legacy of applied practice 
going back three decades and more. In the end, when 
all others had left, Boone was still practicing. 

The group was primarily influenced by the theoret- 
ical perceptions of Cloward and Ohlin, but also those 
of Albert K. Cohen, whose study. Delinquent Boys: The 
Culture of the Gang, proposed the not dissimilar view 
of “the origins of delinquency among lower-class youth 
as less a failure of personality than a failure in 
the opportunity structure.”^ In September, Congress 
enacted the Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Offences 
Control Act, providing for demonstration and training 
projects in “the most effective ways of using total 
resources to combat juvenile delinquency in local 
communities.’' Ten million dollars a year for three 
years was authorized. The Federal government, the 
President asserted, had become an active partner in 
dealing with a national concern that required national 
action. 

For a period, the committee, or rather its irrepres- 
sible staff, was a force of great influence within the 
government, waging war on the bureaucracy, attract- 
ing ideas and men from the outside, and colonizing 
them within the government. They sometimes referred 
to themselves as “the guerillas.” A new technique of 
program development was conceived: a package of 
Federal services provided to select communities as part 
of an antideliquency program. The new administration 
had only limited funds for new programs, but large 
and visible enterprises could be assembled by combin- 
ing bits and pieces of ongoing programs; some educa- 
tion money from HEW, some training money from 
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Labor, some Housing money from HHFA, and so on. 
With the President’s brother to encourage cooperation, 
the PCjD staff set out to assemble such packages. 

Sanford L. Kravitz, a member of the committee staff 
and later Chief of Research and Program Development 
in the Community Action Program of OEO, has de- 
scribed the process as follows 

As a criteria for the receipt of funds, communities were asked 
to indicate how they would plan for the attack on the prob- 
lem, which was defined as primarily rooted in the social struc- 
ture, requiring both interdisciplinary professional attention, as 
well as a multifaceted program approach which simultane- 
ously addressed the many causes of delinquency. In addition, 
since key institutions, both public and voluntary, would have 
to be involved, each community was asked either to develop 
a new organizational structure which combined these el^^^ 
ments or to regroup existing agencies. 

. . . The criteria for effective programs stressed certain 
critical elements : 

1. The interrelationship of social problems. • 

2. Emphasis on remedies that focused pn institutional 
change rather than on redirection of personality. 

3. Intensive effort toward problem delinitipn, formulation of 
a conceptual base for solutions, and development of programs 
which would take off from that base. 

4. Recognition of the necessity for substantial participa- 
tion of political government in the efforts to be undertaken. 

From the outset, in the MFY pattern, the Ford Foun- 
dation was frequently on the scene, working alongside 
the PCjD. The two organizations used their leverage 
on others. The New Haven program, which the Presi- 
dent announced in a White House ceremony October, 
1963, and which he described as “the beginning of a 
very significant Federal program to cooperate with 
States, local communities, and private organizations 
in a major attack on the problems facing our youth,” 
was financed, in addition to contributions from Ford 
and the PCJD, by grants from a local foundation, the 
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local school board, the local Redevelopment Agency, 
and three Federal agencies. 

Everywhere the two organizations went, the first 
visible consequence of the delinquency program was a 
new community organization, Kravitz has observed 
that the simultaneous (and clearly interrelated) entry 
of the Federal government and the nation’s largest 
foundation into the business of institutional change 
"not only jolted the communities into which they were 
moved but also spread reverberating shock waves 
throughout most of the medium-sized and larger com- 
munities of the nation. [The] existing pattern of plan- 
ning for and coordinating social services was being 
sharply challenged.”^ The reaction among welfare pro- 
fessionals was mixed: for some the new and incipient 
community agencies became "shining symbols of what 
might be done.” For others, he notes, they represented 
"a monstrous compound of evil, waste, and, most 
heinous of all, disrespect for experience.” The latter 
point is not to be ignored: for all the social idealism 
involved, the new programs were not without an ele- 
ment of youth displacing age. But then, that was very 
much the political style of the moment, a not unrelated 
fact. Perhaps the real message delivered by the Presi- 
dent’s committee and the Ford Foundation was that 
the big guns were moving in on a problem, or collec- 
tion of problems, that had at best been a marginal 
affair concerning marginal people. This, moreover, 
was not just an impression; it was so. 

The fact that this was so received perhaps height- 
ened attention from another circumstance : despite the 
air of innovation and unreality of the delinquency pro- 
gram, not that much else was going on in Washington. 
The Kennedy legislative program got off to a slow start 
and was never particularly successful until after his 
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death. Even neat-certain measure^^ as the Man- 
power Development and Training Act, which had been 
expected within the early months of the Eighty-seventh 
Congress, took more than a year to be enacted, longer 
to be funded, and longer yet to be put into the field. 
By contrast, the PCJD was on the ground early, moved 
fast, cost little, had friends in high places — as good a 
formula for success in Washington as any. 

In its relatively short life as one of the glamorous 
institutions of a new and vital administration (with 
the death of Kennedy the program more or less re- 
verted to its technical status of a small operation in 
HEW), the President’s Committee did not in truth get 
a great many community action programs into actual 
operation; the planning process took time, and was 
intended to take time. But a good deal was learned, 
and almost all of it seemed at the time to confirm the 
theoretical foundations^ ra which thg planning went 
forward. Kravitz suggests that the PCJD activity threw 
lights on seven problems:^ 

1. Many voluntary ''welfare programs were not reach- 
ing the poor.” 

2. If they were reaching the poor, the services offered 
were often inappropriate. 

3. Services aimed at meeting the needs of disadvan- 
taged people were typically fragmented and unrelated. 

4. Realistic understanding by professionals and com- 
munity leaders of the problems faced by the poor was 
limited. 

5. Each specialty field was typically working in en- 
capsulated fashion on a particular kind of problem, 
Without awareness of the other fields or of efforts toward 
interlock. 

6. There was little political leadership involvement 
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in the decision-making processes of voluntary social 
welfare. 

7. There was little or no serious participation of 
program beneficiaries in programs being planned and 
implemented by professionals and elite community 
leadership. 

It is important to note that the last problem Kravitz 
touches upon — the problem of the poor participating 
in programs designed for their benefit — was preceded 
by another problem, namely, that political leaders — 
City Hall — did not seem much involved either. This is 
a crucial point. The staff of the President’s Committee 
were themselves at the very heart of the government 
establishment and had not the least thought of bring- 
ing about through their work political upheavals that 
might embarrass, much less disestablish the existing 
order. They wished the poor to be involved in the pro- 
gram, but in the interests of therapy as much as any- 
thing else. They also wanted City Hall involved. They 
were reformers. They cared about those who were suf- 
fering and poor. They wanted others also to become 
involved so that they too would care, and in particular 
they wanted to involve those who had the power to do 
something about the suffering and the poverty. It was 
as simple and decent as that. 

Given the interdepartmental structure of the Presi- 
dent’s Committee, the fact that its staff director iden- 
tified his concerns with those of the Administration 
itself, and perhaps also the fact that it really had no 
money worth speaking of and few administrative 
chores, it was inevitable that it should widen its con- 
cerns. In fairly short order, from being concerned with 
delinquency it came to be involved with the entire 
question of poverty, rather as the administration itself 
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did. In a memorandum to the Attorney General written 
November 6, 1963, Hackett described the process:® 

In our work on the Juvenile Delinquency program, we have 
learned that programs for the prevention and control of de- 
linquency must deal not only with the delinquent, hut also ; 
with disadvantaged youths who may become delinquent unless 
there is substantial intervention on their behalf. Such an ap- ; 
proach is broad, encompassing many young people, and con- 
centrating on their environment — the family, the school, the 
local labor market, etc. 

This comprehensive approach precludes the use of tradi- 
tional concepts and plans which call for dealing merely with 
the delinquent in uncootdinated programs. It requires the de- 
velopment of new opportunities for the disadvantaged youth 
and change in the institutions which affect them. To create 
this kind of program, the Presidents Committee has encour- 
aged local planning, leading to a coordination of resources for 
a total attack on the problems of disadvantaged youth. 

. . Because of the intimate reladqnship between poverty 
and crime our comprehensive programs of delinquency preven- 
tion and control have inevitably led to attempts to deal with 
poverty and its effects. The Juvenile iJelinquehcy program has 
emphasized access to opportunity for youth as a way of com- 
batting poverty; thus, the Juvenile Delinquency program has, 
in fact, concentrated its resources on attacks on poverty in 
selected target cities. 

This would at first appear to be the purest Cloward- 
Ohlin doctrine, but at this point yet another element 
had entered into the thinking of Hackett and the group 
of young officials he had gathered around him. This 
was the notion of a “Domestic Peace Corps” that would 
carry but in the impoverished regions and neighbor- 
hoods of die Onited States much the same functions 
that the Peace Corps itself performed overseas. Fairly 
early, Hackett had begun holding regular meetings 
of the “guerrillas,” young, bright, energetic New Fron- 
tiersmen, with an important sprinkling of career pro- 
fessionals, whose interests ranged far and wide over 
the problems of poverty, race, urban affairs, indeed 
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the entire domestic scene.® At this moment in time 
perhaps the great success of the Kennedy adminis- 
tration was the Peace Corps. In one master concept 
it had brought together the most divergent of impulses 
and attractions — missionary zeal, the junior year 
abroad, youthful idealism, no-nonsense pragmatism, 
the thirst for adventure, government medical care, and 
a watchful American consul. It was (and is) a pro- 
gram almost exclusively designed for well-educated 
middle-class youth, and involves not an inconsiderable 
subvention for them. (The average Peace Corps volun- 
teer requires an annual government outlay of $7,832 : 
more than the Job Corps.) But no doubt for that very 
reason it was immensely popular with the middle-class 
media. Further, Leonard Duhl observes, it ‘'proved the 
theory that well motivated, non-professional people 
could direct themselves and thus their efforts to the 
critical issues found in overseas communities.”® It was 
inevitable that the notion of applying the same tech- 
nique to domestic problems should arise, as indeed it 
did among the “guerrillas.” On November 11, 1962, 
President Kennedy established a cabinet level study 
group to draw up a program for a National Service 
Corps, as it was tentatively known. The chairman of 
the group was the Attorney General, and the floating 
staff that gathered in a dilapidated Lafayette Square 
town house that served for headquarters was substan- 
tially the staff of the President’s Committee on Juvenile 
Delinquency and Youth Crime. 

What emerged from the group’s planning effort was 
a program for community action : the Peace Corps con- 
cept brought home. Although the Peace Corps itself 
was new, the concept of “community development” had 
been a central element of the foreign aid program from 
its inception. Applying it in the United States, particu- 
larly in regions such as Appalachia, an area with 
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which the Kennedy Administration was particularly 
concerned, seemed at the time abundantly sensible, 
although this may or may not have been so. The prob- 
lem of communities assisted by the foreign aid pro- 
gram are typically not those of social integration, or 
social alienation, but rather of technological backward- 
ness. Part at least of this backwardness is character- 
istically the result of too much community cohesion, 
that is, the grip of tradition, rather than otherwise. 
Even so, in a Special Message to the Congress on the 
Nation’s Youth, sent February 14, 1963, President Ken- 
nedy proposed the establishment of a National Service 
Corps, a direct counterpart of the overseas Peace 
Corps, designed to complement the Youth Employment 
Act in providing opportunities and services to the one- 
sixth of the population living at a submarginal level : 

This small task force of men and women will work in locally- 
planned and initiated projects, at the invitation of community 
institutions, and under local supervision. 

As with the Ford Foundation projects, and those of the 
PCJD, the need for outside intervention to appear 
locally initiated, was always in view. That there was 
ah element of deception in this posture — that it was 
altogether deception — should not be 
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CHAPTER FIVE 


THE WAR 
ON POVERTY 


The elan and patronage of the Presidents Comrnittee 
on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth Crime ought not to 
lead to the assumption that the program was neces- 
sarily successful. Indeed, on balance it would appear 
it was not. The match was unequal. The concept of the 
“guerrillas”— living off the administrative countryside, 
invisible to the bureaucratic enemy but known to one 
another, hitting and running and making off with the 
riches of the established departments — was attractive, 
but also romantic. iSimply as a matter of firepower, 
God was on the side of the big battalions. The smaller 
ones, such as the Children’s Bureau could bide their 
time. (Within three to four years of the height of their 
activities, it would appear that not a single member of 
the guerrillas was still in government. Certainly the 
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group had ceased to operate by 1965.) But just as im- 
portant, it might well be judged that the group had 
only a weak understanding of the problems with which 
it sought to deal. At once condescending and naive, it 
was ahead of its time perhaps, but not nearly abreast 
of its subject. 

Marris and Rein conclude that the PCJD adminis- 
trative structure in Washington failed. The hoped-for 
programs did not materialize in anything like the ex- 
pected dimensions : ^ 


The delinquency programme operated, then through an 
unstable alliance of Robert Kennedy’s personal authority with 
internal departmental rivalries, and the mutual understanding 
of a small group of idealistic innovators within the bureauc- 
racy. The interlocking cadres of professional staff, who were 
to represent the President’s Committee policies in each de- 
partment and co-ordinate Federal resources, were never 
satisfactorily established. As a formal administrative rationali- 
zation within the Federal government the plan failed. The 
direction of policy and its implementation were never inte- 
grated, and the politically minded staff of the Committee 
maintained at best an uneasy relationship with the more 
professional departments. 

Moreover, it would appear that even the research effort 
came to little. The Ford Foundation, as Marris and 
Rein note, stressed “institutional coherence,” seeking 
a new coalition of community leadership; while the 
quest of the PCJD, in its professional aspect, was for 
“intellectual coherence ... a proven theory of social 
rehabilitation.- 

The program early on ran into trouble with Con- 
gress, notably with the redoubtable Edith Green who 
very much took the lead in educational matters in the 
merged House Committee on Education and Labor. 
Repeatedly she made clear that the legislative mandate 
of the PCJD was not to reform urban society, nor yet to 
try out the sociological theories of Emile Durkheim on 
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American youth: the legislative mandate w'as to re- 
duce juvenile delinquency. To essay more was to trifle 
with Congressional intent. The long months of research 
design and project preparation, the unfamiliar termi- 
nology, were teceived with suspicion and increasing 
hostility on Capitol hill.^ 

Not so in the Bureau of the Budget. In a subtle, not 
entirely clear process, the coordinated community ap- 
proach to problems of the poor attracted great interest 
and ultimately powerful and crucial support in that 
nerve center, indeed superego, of the Federal establish- 
ment. Something about the style of the President’s 
committee appealed both to the immediate preoccupa- 
tions and the deep concerns— they might also be called 
longings — of the budget examiners whose job it is to 
give some order and direction to the bewildering array 
of domestic programs that steadily accumulate, under 
Republicans and Democrats, popular and unpopular 
Presidents, reactionary or liberal congresses. The job 
of the Bureau of the Budget is to make the system 
work. "Coordination” is the ever-invoked, but never- 
achieved ideal: a system that would work with har- 
mony and efficiency, that would protect the interests 
of the President, carry out the intent of Congress, and, 
if possible, get the most for the taxpayer’s dollar. Try- 
ing to do this is a frustrating job at best: in ways it is 
aii effort to do something that cannot be done, it being 
the plight of government bureaucracy, as James Q. 
Wilson has shown, to have such conflicting demands 
imposed upon it by the public as to create rather strict 
limits to how much it can achieve, and especially, how 
readily it can produce innovations in its own opera- 
tions or respond to innovations elsewhere. Just to keep 
up with what is going on becomes increasingly difficult. 
True coordination, especially at the pinnacle of the 
system in Washing is difficult if not impossible. 
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America is too big, too far away. It would appear that 
in the community action agency a number of the lead- 
ing budget examiners in the Bureau perceived the 
alluring, intoxicating possibility of doing it from the 
bottom. Moreover, the President's committee approach 
had many other features that were remarkably attrac- 
tive to the Bureau. It was as if someone were finally 
listening to them; the emphasis on planning (recall 
that Mobilization for Youth took four and one-half 
years just to draw up a program proposal) and on 
coordinating services; the insistence on the interrela- 
tionship of things; and probably not least, the deter- 
mination to keep track of what happened, to measure 
results, and to learn from the experience, had the 
strongest appeal to the Bureau. “Evaluation" was a 
central concern of all the delinquency programs. Early 
in the program social scientists from across the nation 
met at Annapolis to confer on the techniques for as- 
sessing the expected results. Provisions for this most 
elusive (and as it turned out unsuccessful) effort were 
built into the specifications of each of the PCJD pro- 
grams. It would appear that increasingly the Bureau 
of the Budget saw in the new social invention, the 
community action agency, a means to impose order 
and efficiency on the chaos of government programs 
that had descended on the American city. Order and 
efficiency are not small matters in the eyes of the 
Bureau of the Budget. 

It may be that at this time in Washington the need 
was especially evident. If Kennedy was not getting all 
he asked for in the way of legislation, he was none- 
theless asking for a very great deal. The interdepart- 
mental bargaining and squabbling that preceded the 
submission of new legislation gave promise of open 
warfare should the programs be enacted. These strug- 
gles were, and are, more on the minds of the staff of 
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the Executive Office of the President than perhaps of 
any other group. In the Ford Foundation, in the intel- 
lectuals and activists surrounding the President's Cotn- 
mittee, there seemed at last to have come into being 
a group that understood this issue and was seeking 
institutional devices to cope with it. The receptivity of 
the Bureau of the Budget and the Council of Economic 
Advisors to these ideas at this time was probably fur- 
ther enhanced by the somewhat special quality of the 
men assigned to work on the antipoverty program. In 
a milieu of accustomed excellence, these men— Wil- 
liam Cannon, William Capron, Michael March, Charles 
Schultze, Burton Wiesbrod — were especially distin- 
guished. Close to universities, intellectual by bent, 
familiar with social science beyond the confines of 
economics, in them the sponsors of community action 
could not have hoped for more perceptive arbiters. 

The influence of the PCJD and the Ford Pbundffl 
is to be encountered at the very outset of the planning 
of the poverty program. A Council of Economic Ad- 
visors Staff Memorandum of October 29, 1963 — almost 
a month before the assassination — ^entitled “Program 
for a Concerted Assault on Poverty,” set forth in detail 
the concept of The Poverty Cycle and the need for 
“a coordinated attack” to break the cycle through pre- 
ventive, rehabilitative, and ameliorative interventions. 
(It may be noted, however, that the poverty cycle was 
at this point still seen almost solely in terms of the 
individual, whose “cultural and environmental ob- 
stacles to motivation” led to “poor health, and inade- 
quate education, and low mobility limiting earning 
potential” which in turn led to “limited income pp- 
portunities,” which resulted in “poverty,” which led to 
poor mbtivation, and so around again.) 

The following day, Walter W. Heller, Cha of 
the Council of Economic Advisors, wrote members of 

■ - 7 /)' 
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the cabinet asking for proposals that ‘"might be woven 
into a basic attack on poverty and waste of human re- 
sources, as part of the 1964 legislative program.” The 
proposals, when they arrived, were disappointing to 
the committee that had been set up in the Executive 
Office Building to direct the operation. The Bureau of 
the Budget thereupon requested Hackett to submit a 
proposal, which he did in a set of memoranda propos- 
ing that the available funds ($500 million had been 
tentatively assigned to the new program ) be devoted to 
a series of comprehensive community action programs. 
These were in effect the juvenile delinquency pro- 
grams taken just a bit further in scope and resources. 

Hacketfs proposal was accepted. It responded fully 
to the concerns, fears, hopes, expectations of the quasi- 
permanent presidential staff “across the street” from 
the White House and was quickly adopted by his per- 
sonal staff in the West Wing — which, it may be noted, 
continued for some time under Johnson to be made up 
largely of Kennedy men, Theodore C. Sorenson, Myer 
Feldman, and Lee C. White, who were successively Spe- 
cial Counsel to the President and in turn handled the 
antipoverty legislation, were all Kennedy appointees. 
Whether this enhanced the reception of a proposal 
coming from the Attorney General's office, and whether 
it subsequently affected President Johnson’s reaction 
to the program as enacted, it is not possible to say with 
certainty, but the presumption must be that it did. 
Few things that Robert Kennedy had touched were not 
thereafter viewed with suspicion, fear, and distaste by 
the staff of the Johnson White House, and of course 
most of all by the President himself. 

Nonetheless, President Johnson went ahead with the 
Kennedy-conceived program. In his State of the Union 
Message for 1964, he proclaimed the war on poverty 
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and went on to declare that "the central problem is to 
protect and restore man's satisfaction in belonging to 
a community where he can find security and signi- 
ficance." The principal drafter of the message was 
Richard N. Goodwin, whose ties to Robert F. Kennedy 
now grew even stronger. 

On January 21, 1964, Lee White, then Assistant 
Special Counsel sent to the Secretaries of Labor, Agri- 
culture, HEW, Commerce, Interior, the Attorney Gen- 
eral, and the Administration of the Housing and 
Home Finance Agency "the draft specifications for the 
poverty bill.” 

Title: To authorize assistance for Community Action Pro- 
grams to combat poverty. 

The purpose of the act would be as follows ; 

[To] conduct an all-out, continuous, sustained war on poverty 
in accord with a strategy which 

a. Strikes at the main front of poverty — the perpetuation 
and transmission of poverty, ignorance, disease, squalor and 
hopelessness, from one generation to another. . . . 

b. Uses weapons directly aimed at improving human moti- 
vation and performance : education, vocational and work 
training, health services, job opportunities, a decent home in 
a healthy productive environment, and harmonious and stable 
family and community life, 

c. Attacks poverty through comprehensive action programs, 
initiated, planned, and carried out in local conimuniti^^ . . 

d. Mobilizes existing and new Federal assistance and serv- 
ices to support local Community Action Programs. ... 

Commumties were to be given funds and twelve 
months to prepare their programs, which would pro- 
vide the following : 

[A]n effective plan and arrangement for admini'^tering the 
comprehensive Community Action Program — preferably through 
a single organization or official — witli adequate power and 
authority to exercise comprehensive coordination of efforts to 

"■ ■■ a 1 
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combat poverty in the area, and with appropriate representa- 
tion of and participation by the key governmental agencies, 
community, and neighborhood groups, and professional and 
other organizations in the area. The administration of the 
Community Action Program will involve utilization of all 
relevant existing or new programs in the community— local, 
state, federal — but with monitoring and coordination by the 
community action organization and development of coopera- 
tive facilities wherever appropriate. [My italics.] 


Two alternative organizational plans were put forward. 
Under the first, the coordinating authority for the 
Federal end of the program would be vested in the 
Secretary of HEW. (Technically, the juvenile delin- 
quency program was an HEW operation.) Under the 
second, an independent director would be appointed by 
the President. In sum, the bill incorporated the purest 
doctrine. It represented the direct transmission of so- 
cial science theory into governmental policy. 

But it did not prevail. First, the pressure from other 
established departments for their programs forced the 
President to bring in Shriver to impose order. Then 
Shriver, in effect, joined the protesters. His appoint- 
ment was announced February 1. The next day in a 
meeting at his home CEA and BOB representatives ex- 
plained the idea of community action. Shriver balked. 
He just did not see how it would work.^ Yarmolinsky's 
notes record his objection: '‘Where you need the money 
worst, youll have the worst plans.” His faith in the 
potential of community leadership was, at this point, 
limited, and declined further the next day, February 
3rd, at a large meeting of his task force with other 
government officials and a number of outsiders, when 
he learned that the time it would take to produce a 
comprehensive community action program would pre- 
clude any dramatic results for the war on poverty in 
time, for example, to influence the 1964 election, or 
even the selection of the President's running mate. 
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Something more than plain politics was involved. The 
antipoverty program had become for many of the 
stricken Kennedy men of the administration a symbol 
of the continued viability of the New Frontier, just 
as for the Johnson men it was a measure of their own 
President’s ability to take hold and lead. All concerned 
wanted to see results. 

On February 3, 1964, the CAP advocates once more; 
put forth their proposal. Charles Schultze explained 
that projects would be initiated at the local level, with 
a measure of federal prodding, and approved at the 
federal level. William C apron touched on the problem 
of local leadership in the South, epecially, and noted 
that CAP’S could be used to bypass the local ''power 
structure” with the use of Federal funds. Richard 
Boone insisted that the community action programs 
could be "manned” by the poor themselves. (Few per- 
haps noted Mayor Arthur Naftalin’s warning not to ex- 
pect too much from community leadership and his 
plea that new bureaucracies must not be created, that 
rather the existing bureaucracies must be made to 
work.) But the decisive factor was time. Boone stated 
that comprehensive community action plans would re- 
quire one year plus to complete in urban areas, and 
perhaps more in rural ones. Y1 vis aker argued that it 
would be possible to move more quickly into "quality 
areas’’ such as New Haven and Boston. But Wilbur 
Cohen, then Assistant Secretary of HEW, judged that 
at most ten CAP's could be fielded in 1964, with fifty 
ill 1965, and one hundred in 1966. It seemM 
W. Willard Wirtz, the one cabinet officer present, kept 
pressing on education and jobs. Michael Harrington 
agreed that community action was a useful 'long- 
range” objective, but saw jobs and training for selec- 
tive service rejectees as the priority item. 

The February 3rd meeting settled the matter in 
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Shriver’s mind and had important consequences for 
the future of the war on poverty. Community action 
remained in the program, but attention shifted to 
other, more immediately promising, saleable, and 
dramatic measures. On February 5th, Yarmolinsky as- 
signed a set of background papers to be prepared by 
task force members as the first stage of the task force’s 
work (see opposite page). It will be seen that the pri- 
ority given the various topics almost exactly corre- 
sponds to their sequence in the final legislation, and it 
can be stated that it corresponds to the sense of priority 
of the group at the time. (Especially with respect to 
the priority of jobs. On February 6th, Michael Harring- 
ton, Paul Jacobs, and Frank Mankiewicz sent a mem- 
orandum to Shriver. “If there is any single dominant 
problem of poverty in the U.S.,” they declared, “it is 
that of unemployment.”) 

And this is what happened. Community action re- 
mained an item in the antipoverty program, but only 
that. It was no longer the program itself. There was 
never any question in the task force of dropping it: as 
Cohen had stated at the February 3rd meeting it was 
“the President’s program.” (Cohen, a career civil serv- 
ant, was perhaps more sensitive to this point than 
some others present, still loyal to the dead Kennedy.) 
Richard Blumenthal argues that in fact the President 
and his personal aides had never much liked the origi- 
nal proposal as prepared in the Executive Office Build- 
ing from memoranda by Boone anyway. The President 
wanted action, not planning; wanted nationwide scope, 
not target areas; wanted in particular to see that 
Negroes got something fast, without in the process 
alarming whites. As a result, by February there was 
little life left in the notion of picking, say, ten cities, 
and spending several years preparing them for the 
experiment.^ 

84 
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BACKGROUND JPAPERr FOR ANTIPOVERTY RROjtOf^^ 
(Economic Independence Project? Economic Initiative Project?) 


PROJECT 

Jobs 

Draft Rejectees. 

Simple jobs for old people. 
Dependent mothers ( and note 
day care item under No. 2 
below). 

Other projects worth consider- 
ing. 

Education 

Loan funds (high school and 
college). 

Plan to provide part-time jobs 
for students who cannot at- 
tend school because of need 
to support families (sugges- 
tion was they spend c. 10 
hours a week tutoring drop- 
outs). 

Preschool age care. 

Remedial reading. 

Lighted school house. 

Urban boarding schools. 

Any other proposals. 
Work-study programs 
Child health programs 

5. Community action 

6. Rural Programs 

7. Future Jobs (to be suggested in 
the message and explored during 
the first year of the program) 

S, Organization of the Office (to be 
set up under the statute) 

9. Draft statute 
10. Message 


ASSIGNED TO 
Daniel P. Moynihah 


Wilbur Cohen 


Richard Boone 

Wilbur Cohen 
(or his designee) 

Richard Boone and/or 
Paul N. Ylvisaker 

James Sundquist 
Richard Goodwin 


Charles Schultze 
Norbert A. Schlei 


* Yarmolinsky’s memorandum of February 5, 1964. 
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Although memory too readily deceives, it may be of 
use to record here the impression that community 
action simply was not much on the minds of those 
who were most active in the Shriver task force. In ret- 
rospect, at least, it would seem to have assumed a kind 
of residual function. A number of large, specific pro- 
grams were going to be included in the poverty pack- 
age. There would be a Job Corps for drop-outs and 
obviously marginal youth, a Neighborhood Youth Corps 
for young persons still in high school and hoping to 
remain there, a work-study program to assist college 
youth continue their studies. Unemployed fathers of 
dependent children would be given special training, 
small farmers and small business assisted, VISTA vol- 
unteers recruited and sent forth. These were the big 
items. In addition, it came to be assumed that there 
would be any number of smaller undertakings that 
local communities might think up and want to try out. 
There would be money for this in the community 
action title. It came to be seen not as a matter of com- 
munity action at all, but rather as a form of community 
option. 

What about Negroes in the South? Federal regula- 
tions could easily enough ensure that they would have 
their share, or something approaching it, of the cate- 
gorical programs such as those of Title I. But what of 
community action, where local option would decide 
how to spend the new Federal money? Inasmuch as 
the local white power structure would control the allo- 
cation of community action money, how could it be 
ensured that impoverished Negroes would get some- 
thing like a proportionate share? The task force, which 
by the third week in February was beginning to think 
in terms of a draft bill, came up with the equally 
obvious answer: provide for it in the legislation. The 
January 21 White House draft had provided for “appro- 
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priate representation of and participation by the key 
governmental agencies, community, and neighborhoocl 
groups, and key professional and other organizations 
in the area.” This envisaged, presumably, something 
more than the local United Fund organization, some; 
thing less than a formal incorporation of the power 
structure along syndicalist lines. But the one thing it 
did not provide for was the poor, especially the South- 
ern Negro poor who, whatever else their qualities^ 
certainly were not organized A simple idea occurred 
to someone present; Why not include language that 
would require the poor to participate, much as it was;^ 
provided that other entities should do so? Then, later, 
if in a given locale it became clear that Negroes were" 
not sharing — that is, participating— in the benefits of, 
the new program, Washington could intervene on 
grounds that the requirements of the legislation were 
not being met. The drafting committee came up with a 
solution. The community action title, which estah-,, 
lished the one portion of the program that would not 
be directly monitored from Washington, should pro- 
vide for the ‘"maximum feasible participation of the 
residents of the areas and the members of the groups ** , 
involved in the local programs (my italics). Subse- 
quently this phrase was taken to sanction a specific 
theory of social change, and there were those present 
in Washington at the time who would have drafted 
just such language with precisely that object. But the 
record, such as can be had, and recollection indicates 
that it was intended to do no more than ensure that 
persons excluded from the political process in the 
South and elsewhere would nonetheless participate in 
the benefits of the community action programs of the 
new legislation. It was taken as a matter beneath 
notice that such programs would be dominated by the 
local political structure. 
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This decision was made February 23 at a meeting 
chaired by Yarmolinsky. Overnight, Schlei and a Jus- 
tice Department group produced the first task force 
draft of the "Human Resources Development Act of 
1964/' Title I, Youth Opportunity Programs, provided 
for the National Youth Opportunity Corps, and a 
Hometown Youth Opportunity Program. (A note on 
the innocence of the times : it was provided that the 
age of selective service registration be lowered to 17 
in order that rejectees could be identified earlier and 
provided places in the Corps.) Title II provided for 
Urban and Rural Community Action Programs. Title III 
provided Special Programs to Combat Poverty in Rural 
Areas. Title IV specified Employment and Investment 
Incentives in three parts, loans to create jobs for the 
long-term unemployed, small business loans, and com- 
munity work and training programs for unemployed 
fathers and other members of needy families with 
children. Title V provided for a Human Resources De- 
velopment Agency, authorized, among other things, to 
recruit volunteers to work in poverty areas. 

The Community Action title was purely service ori- 
ented. A CAP was defined in Sec. 202(b) as one 

(1) which mobilizes and utilizes the public and private re- 
sources of a community in a comprehensive attack on poverty; 

(2) which provides services, assistance, and other activities of 
sufficient variety, scope, and magnitude to give promise of 
progress toward elimination of poverty through improving 
human performance, motivation, and productivity, and 

(3) which is developed and conducted with the maximum 
feasible participation of residents of the areas and members 
of the groups referred to. . . . 

Fourteen varieties of program particulars were re- 
ferred to as examples of community action, moving 
from employment to education ("establish programs 
for the benefit of preschool children”), to health, and 
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then to housing. In Title V, heads of other Federal 
departments and agencies were directed, ‘‘to the extenl 
feasible” to give preference to applications for benefits 
received from community action programs. There was 
but one reference to the Ylvisaker-Cottrell thesis of 
community competence. (Leonard S. Cottrell, Jr., Sec; 
retary of the Russell Sage Foundation, had become 
Chairman, Citizens Advisory Council to President’s 
Commission on Juvenile Delinquency and Youth 
Crime.) Sec. 204(e) of Title II provided: 

In extending assistance under this section the Administrator 
shall give special consideration to programs which give prom- 
ise of effecting a permanent increase in the capacity of in- 
dividuals, groups, and communities to deal with their problems 
without further assistance. 

The bill continued to be tinkered with. Its designa- 
tion was changed to that of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1964; the term Job Corps was invented. HEWs" 
Work-Study program providing aid for college students 
was put up front as Title I, Part C, so that the legis- 
lation began with a nice continuum of youth assistance 
programs. But marginal matters aside, the bill as in- 
troduced on March 16, 1964, and as signed into law 
August 20th was almost exactly the one that emerged 
from the first task force drafting session of February 
23-24, In particular, the 'participation clause was not 
touched. Sec. 202(a)(3) of H.R. 10440, introduced 
by Congressman Phillip M. Landrum, March 16, 1964, 
defined a CXP in exactly the language of the task 
force: 

(3) which is developed, conducted and administered with 
the maximum feasible participation of residents of the areas 
and m'siribers of the groups referred to. ... 

Sec, 2Q2(a)(3) of S. 2642 introduced by Senator 
Pat McNamara, which passed the Senate July 23, and 
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was signed by the President August 20, 1964, contains 
precisely this language, save that the final words 
‘‘referred to” are replaced by “served.” The only signifi- 
cant change in the Title II made by Congress was an 
addition of a Part B providing for an adult basic edu- 
cation program which Congressman Carl Perkins, the 
second-ranking Democratic member of the committee, 
hoped to get for his Appalachian constituents, but 
which was being stymied in the Rules Committee. In 
the manner of the Executive Departments in January 
and February, he tacked it onto the antipoverty 
package. 

And that is about what there is to report. Commu- 
nity action had receded from the concerns of the polit- 
ical executives in the administration; Shriver was 
already caught up with the fascination of the Job 
Corps, while elsewhere the old-line departments were 
preoccupied with their “pieces of the action.” This atti- 
tude was reflected in the Congressional hearings and 
debates. Title II was vague enough to prompt a con- 
siderable number of inquiries as to just what in fact 
it was supposed to do, but the replies were equally 
vague. In particular, the provision calling for “maxi- 
mum feasible participation” of the poor was utterly 
ignored. Lillian Rubin, in an abstract concerning the 
subject, states that from the time of the antipoverty 
message in March to the enactment of the legislation 
in August, “no public discussion of the participation 
clause took place.” Robert F. Kennedy was the only 
administration witness even to touch on the subject. 
In a statement prepared by Hackett, he declared, speak- 
ing of the existing social welfare structure: 

They plan programs for the poor, not with them. Part of the 
sense of helplessness and futility comes from the feeling of 
powerlessness to affect the operations of these organizations. 
The community action programs must basically change these 
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organizations by building into the program real representatioiii 
for the poor. This bill calls for “maximum feasible participa- 
tion of the residents.” This means the involvement of the poor 
in planning and implementing programs : giving them a real 
voice in their ins titu tions . 

But no Congressman followed up on his statement. 

This should not in itself be surprising. Kennedy was 
still, at this point, in a dazed, remote condition follow- 
ing the assassination. It was not likely anyone would 
press. But, Rubin records, 'The Congressional debates 
are equally devoid of discussion about maximum feas- 
ible participation."® The administration was not calling 
attention to the point, and no one else noticed it. This; 
was not a matter of Congressional quiescence. The is- 
sue of whether parochial schools would receive Federal 
aid under the proposed act became a matter of intense 
discussion. It was simply that no one in authority at 
either end of Pennsylvania Avenue regarded the par- 
ticipation clause as noteworthy. 

On the other hand, in three separate actions Con- 
gress made it clear to anyone who wished to take note 
that it did not expect the antipoverty program to be a 
disruptive influence. First, in a meeting in the Speaker’s 
Office on August 8th, members of the North Carolina 
delegation demanded as a price of their support a 
pledge that Yarmolinsky, who as the Assistant to the 
Secretary of Defense had energetically sought to up- 
hold the constitutional rights of Negro servicemen in 
Southern states and was known for his generally lib- 
eral and progressive views, would have nothing to do 
with the administration of the antipoverty program. 
Shriver made a quick call to the White House. Yar- 
molinsky was sacrificed without ceremony or ado. The 
most effulgent promises of future preferment were 
made this dedicated man, who, weeks earlier, half -dead 
on an operating table after an autpmp^^ 
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had regained consciousness asking for details of the 
day's work on the antipoverty program. None were 
kept. 

Secondly, a loyalty oath sponsored by the ineffable 
John Bell Williams of Mississippi was incorporated. 
Finally, the comprehensive planning provisions of 
Title II were in effect stricken. 

In the final version of the administration bill a 
fourth clause was added to Sec. 202(a), which defined 
a "community action program." It was declared to be, 
along with the first three conditions, one 

(4) which is conducted, administered, or coordinated by a 
public or private nonprofit agency . . . which is broadly repre- 
sentative of the community. 

The clause related to the Bureau of the Budget's per- 
sistent quest for something like comprehensive plan- 
ning and coordination. The White House memorandum 
of January 21 had insisted that poverty could only be 
overcome if "all” public and private agencies worked 
together. The Senate amended this to provide for 
"maximum feasible participation of public agencies 
and private nonprofit organizations primarily con- 
cerned with the community's problems of poverty." 
This version was contained in S. 2642 which passed 
the Senate. In the House, however, the language was 
struck by an amendment from Congresswoman Green, 
who noted that the administration language had been 
left out of the bill reported from the Committee on 
Education and Labor as “the committee had no inten- 
tion of having any comprehensive community-wide 
program as a prerequisite to granting Federal assist- 
ance.”^ 

The final act provided simply: 

(4) which is conducted, administered, or coordinated by a 
public or private nonprofit agency (other than a political 
party), or a combination thereof. 
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The House Committee report on the bill, dated 
June 3, was even more explicit : ® 

The committee anticipates that the Office of Economic Op- 
portunity win encourage the development of community action 
programs which would carry out a multifaceted coordinated 
attack on the interrelated causes of poverty. It is not, however, 
the intention of the committee that the development of such si 
comprehensive community wide plan he ^ prerequisite to the 
extension of financial assistance to a public or private non- 
profit agency for the development or execution of a program 
which gives promise of progress toward elimination of a cause 
or causes of poverty through developing employment oppor- 
tunities, improving human performance, motivation, and pro- 
ductivity or bettering conditions under which people live, learn, 
and work. 

My notes of the time report a day long meeting between 
Shriver and the Committee on May 7th at which this 
was agreed I wrote: 

Title II has been changed to cut back the requirements for 
a Comprehensive Community Action Plan— leaving it more 
flexible, and perhaps less efficacious, as well as a distinct 
burden on the Administrator who is given more discretion than 
is probably good for his peace of mind. 

The move was primarily associated with Rep. Edith' 
Green, whose impatience with academic Big Think in 
the President’s Committee on Juvenile Delinquency 
and Youth Crime was already on record. Congress, or 
this element in it, wanted action without too much 
forethought, preparation, planning, negotiating, agree- 
ing, staging. That is what it got. 

If community action had been somewhat lost sight 
of within the administration, and never at all con- 
fronted as a significant issue by the Congress, it was 
still very much on the personal and political agenda of 
its original sponsors. As well it might have been. The 
first year appropriation for the antipoverty program, 
nearly $1 billion in theory, was in truth largely made 
up on sums already allocated to departmental legisla- 
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tive requests and subsequently subsumed under the 
heading of antipoverty funds, as the draft legislation 
itself was incorporated in the antipoverty bill. It was 
Title II that got the lion’s share, $340 million, of the 
$500 million in ‘‘new” money originally set aside by 
the Bureau of the Budget for the antipoverty effort. 
For FY 1966, the amount was almost doubledv The 
professional reformers were doing very well indeed. 
Harris and Rein observe : “After four years of doubtful 
achievement, many frustrations, and a few precarious 
triumphs, the endeavour was rewarded by a fifty-fold 
increase in its funds 

Here a quality of social scientists, as against social 
science, is involved. Excepting Ohlin and a few like 
him, the individuals taking part in these events were 
reformers first, professionals second. Their method 
was that of objective analysis of social systems, but 
their motive was a passionate desire for social change. 
Persons such as Cloward grew steadily more radical 
in their demands for the transformation of American 
society. The initial desire to facilitate entry into that 
system by outsiders (one section of the MFY prospec- 
tus was entitled “Expanding Opportunities for Con- 
formity”) was supplanted by a near detestation of the 
system itself. Many of the reformers of the 1950’s 
came in the 1960’s to associate themselves with James 
Baldwin’s then-current taunt: who would wish to be 
integrated into a burning house? Something of this 
process had occurred with the delinquency program, 
where the necessity and desire to show some results 
repeatedly subverted the effort to test a social hypoth- 
esis, “The logic of scientific problem solving,” Harris 
and Rein record, “collapsed in piecemeal pragma- 
tism.”^® 

Something of this same process now took hold 
within the cohorts Shriver now assembled to plan the 
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implementation of the antipoverty program once it 
was enacted. (They were to hit the ground running; 
A fair judgment of subsequent events must take ac- 
count of the sense of drama and urgency which suf- 
fused the atmosphere of Washington at this time, and 
which was perhaps enhanced by Shriver's own ebul- 
lient, tireless, determined leadership. ) With the sub- 
mission of the legislation in March, Shriver's task 
force quickly grew into a full-scale staging operation. 
The original members, save Yarmolinsky and for a 
period Sundquist, returned to their departments. New 
men of lower rank succeeded them. Their loyalties 
were wholly to the new program. This now burgeoning 
organization included many of the most forceful and 
committed advocates of community action that had 
originally gathered around Hackett and the PCJD— 
Richard Boone, Sanford Kravitz, Frederick O'R. Hayes 
—and others such as Harold Horowitz of HEW and 
Erich Tolmach of Labor who had become involved with 
the concept. This group was assembled as an Urban 
Areas Task Force to draw up guidelines for the CAP'S 
that were to swing into action the moment the legis- 
lation was signed. (In the event, the President, wisely, 
held the program in abeyance until the November elec- 
tions were passed. ) Jack Conway, a former United 
Automobile Workers official, who had become Walter 
Reuther's principal representative in the hierarchy of 
of the AFL-CIO headquarters in Washington, came 
aboard as co-chairman of this group. 

At this point two of the rnpyes taken in the Con- 
gress to prevent the 'iadicalization” of the antipoverty 
program had just the opposite effect. By eliminating 
the requirement, or expectation, of comprehensive 
planning and the creation of “broadly representative” 
otganizations, Congress left the antipoverty warriors 
(as they came to be known) free to go into action 
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immediately. It also left them free in reality to turn 
over the local CAP to whomsoever they wished. Gone 
was Boone’s estimate of February 3 that “one year 
plus” would be required to get a CAP into operation. 
Gone was Ylvisaker’s vision of an assemblage of the 
power structure as a prerequisite, as indeed the pur- 
pose, of the CAP. Had Yarmolinsky stayed on in charge 
of the planning of the program and then become Dep- 
uty Director, it can be assumed that these unexpected 
liberties would have been exercised with a measure of 
restraint. A careful and seasoned man, accustomed to 
the inhibitions imposed by power, and fiercely protec- 
tive of the Presidency, he would have been at once 
more responsive to the wishes of Congress and more 
concerned with the “respectability” of the program. 
But Congress had blocked Yarmolinsky’s appointment. 
Instead, the job went to Conway, who had none of 
these inhibitions or necessary concerns, and was more- 
over, brought into the operation in the first instance 
to plan the community action component. An im- 
mensely competent man, and for all his rank-and-file 
exterior, as much an ADA intellectual as anything 
else, Conway had no particular intention of making 
trouble for the Johnson administration, but his first 
concern was in another direction. Where the President 
hoped to help the poor, Conway wished to arouse 
them. That in a sense was his profession. He was a 
labor organizer on the militant wing of the labor 
movement. Where the first reaction to the appoint- 
ment of the Shriver task force among George Meany’s 
aides had been alarm that the “leftist” — that is, anti- 
labor-establishment — writer, Paul Jacobs seemed to 
be being consulted, the attitude of the CIO representa- 
tives was much more responsive to such advocates of 
opening the labor movement to the poor and recaptur- 
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ing the radical passions of the 1930’s. Conway was 
fully in favor of shaking things up. 

For this purpose the ail-but-forgotten term ''maxi^ 
mum feasible participation” was decisive. In an inter- 
view Conway later stated that his concern *'was to 
structure community action programs so that they 
would have an immediate and irreversible impact on 
the communities To this end, as Blumenthal shows, 
the Conway group through the spring and summer of 
1964 gradually expanded its notion of how much, at 
what stage, and for what purpose the poor were to be 
involved with the community action programs. The 
logic of the matter took them all the way. In the end 
they concluded that it would be as much as possible, 
at all stages, and for every purpose. The Community 
Action Program Guide puts the matter succinctly at 
the outset: 

A vital feature of every community action program is the in- 
volvement of the poor themselves — the residents of the areas 
and members of the groups to be served — in planning, policy- 
making, and operation of the program. 

A tripartite arrangement was envisaged — Conway 
referred to it as a '‘three-legged stool” — between estab- 
lished agencies, leadership groups ("labor, business, 
religious, and minority groups”), and representatives 
of the local poor. But the heart of the matter was 
the “mobilization” of the poor themselves. "The re- 
quirement of resident participation,” the Guide con- 
tinues, "applies to all stages of a community action 
program, from its inception on.” Participation must be 
"meaningfur and "effective,” It should be brought 
about by "traditional democratic approaches and tech- 
niques Such as group forums and discussions, nomi- 
nations, and balloting.” It should be stimulated by 
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“grass-roots involvement” committees; by “block elec- 
tions, petitions and referendums”; by “newsletters to 
neighborhood leaders and potential leaders”; by “pro- 
motional techniques, including use of films, literature, 
and mobile units operating from information centers.” 
Further, residents should be given “meaningful oppor- 
tunities . . . either as individuals or in groups, to pro- 
test or to propose additions to or changes in the ways 
in which a community action program is being planned 
or undertaken.” As Blumenthal concludes, “These 
members of the Task Force clearly envisioned the cre- 
ation of new institutions, representing the demands of 
the poor.”^^ 

Not much is to be achieved by asking whether the 
Conway group exceeded its instructions. It had no 
instructions. What it had was a seeming opportunity 
to set in motion forces for social change that its mem- 
bers desired to see occur. It seized the opportunity. 
Nonetheless, two comments must be made. 

First, the Conway group gave to the community 
action programs of the poverty program a structure 
that neither those who drafted it, those who sponsored 
it, nor those who enacted it ever in any way intended. 
To do this was a risk — worth taking from a certain 
point of view, but a risk withal. 

Second, the forces that the Conway group sought to 
set in motion would operate primarily within the Negro 
slums of the nation's large cities. This was foreseeable, 
and was indeed a primary expectation of the Conway 
group. However, the various planning groups were 
made up exclusively of middle-class whites. At no time 
did any Negro have any role of any consequence in 
the drafting of the poverty program. Nor did any Negro 
have any role of any consequence in the drafting of 
the CAP guidelines. Yet it was the Negro community 
that was to be primarily affected. Whether Negro in- 



volvement — participation— in this planning processr 
would have produced the same formula cannot be said. 
But it is clear to the degree that risks were involved, 
whites were taking them for blacks. 

All this might have mattered less, save for an event 
that occurred before the antipoverty program was sent 
to Congress. As the Shriver task force proceeded with 
its work in January and February, the case for a mas- 
sive employment program grew steadily stronger, not 
least out of a desire to add something distinctive to 
what was otherwise only a collection of other people’s 
proposals. Shriver was persuaded. On February 18 he 
presented the task force’s proposals to a meeting of the 
cabinet. Among them was a proposed 5-cent tax on 
cigarettes expected to yield $1.25 billion per year to be 
earmarked for employment programs for the adult 
poor. Secretary of Labor Wirtz spoke in favor of the 
idea; the rest of the cabinet was silent. But the Presi- 
dent dismissed it immediately. He was seeking that 
year to cut taxes, not to raise them. The matter was 
concluded, and unlike most, never made its way into 
the newspapers. 

Had Shriver’s employment proposal succeeded, the 
character of the antipoverty program would have 
changed. In the first place, it would have dwarfed the 
other items, but more importantly, it would have given 
an unavoidably ^'conservative” cast to the entire under- 
taking. The program leadership would of necessity 
have found itself emphasizing the prudent, frugal, 
constructive nature of the work being done by deserv- 
ing men reCdving, at most, a modest day’s pay for a 
hard day’s work. The energies and attention of the 
administration would have been turned to the vital task 
of reforming and restructuring the job market. In a 
word, an ‘'employment strategy” would have become 
central to the war on poverty. But this did not happen. 
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Further, two of the three adolescent employment pro- 
grams of Title I — the Neighborhood Youth Corps and 
the Work Study program— were immediately turned 
over to other departments, their original sponsors. This 
left OEO with the Job Corps and Community Action. 
The tendency of both was to oversell and underper- 
form. Shriver gave himself to this process with a 
singular lack of reflection. In short order he was de- 
scribing the community action program as “the business 
corporation of the new social revolution.” An absurd 
proposition, but an old maxim; when you can’t get 
reform you get revolution — sometimes. 
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CHAPTER SIX 


'^MOBILIZATION 

FOR 

YOUTH LOST^^ 


On August 16, 1964, four days before the Economic 
Opportunity Act was signed, the New York Daily News 
declared that Mobilization For Youth had become in- 
fested with subversives, or as the phrase became, 
"Commies and Commie sympathizers.” This ambitious 
and adventurous undertaking, which had provided the 
model for much of the community action program of 
the war on poverty was now also to anticipate the 
urban furor soon to break out across the nation. 

The Daily News: The nation’s largest newspaper. 
The hands-down favorite reading matter of the poor 
people of New York City. In style, in attitude, in pol- 
itics, the opposite of just about everything represented 
by MFY. Few seem to know who runs the News; appar- 
ently it largely runs itself. It is enormously profitable 


7 0 9 



^’Mobilization for Youth Lost** 

and its executives reputedly pay themselves accord- 
ingly. It is V4^ell written and well edited; it is lively, 
alert, and when it chooses to be, is in ways the most 
informative paper in New York on the subject of City 
and State politics. One source of its journalistic 
strength is that the people read the News: politicians 
know it and wish their views recorded in it. If it were 
apolitical, or simply conservative, it would be in ways 
an admirable affair, but it is neither of those things; 
its politics are consistently and nastily illiberal, anti- 
intellectual, superpatriotic, and at times savagely anti- 
communist. The irony of this, of course, and the fact 
that continually trips up liberal, intellectual middle- 
class reformers, is that the News is in ways merely a 
caricature of the worst (though not the dominant) 
tendencies of the working and lower-class masses of 
the City who follow it so faithfully. In a certain sense, 
the reactionary qualities of the News reflect a kind of 
populism gone sour, a phenomenon not dissimilar to 
that which occurred in the South. Its tone is rather 
that of the decent enough Tammany politician dis- 
placed— and disgraced — by middle-class reformers. As 
it is said of Ireland that it missed the Protestant refor- 
mation and the industrial revolution, it may be said 
of the Daily News that it has been completely un- 
touched by two of the dominant influences in New York 
life— the tradition of social responsibility among the 
Protestant elite, and the tradition of social radicalism 
among the Jewish middle class. Mobilization For 
Youth, with Winslow Carlton as its chairman and the 
Columbia School of Social Work as its driving force, 
represented a singularly avowed and, as it turned out, 
painfully exposed merger of both those traditions. Dis- 
patching a. Daily News reporter to check up on MFY 
w^as sending a goat to the cabbage patch. 

In a pattern that was to be reproduced over and 
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again elsewhere, it was not the employment or educa- 
tion programs of MFY that drew the News fire; it was 
community action. It was here, the charge went, that 
radicals had moved in and begun their heinous work 
of disrupting the social order. It will be remembered 
that New York had been shaken by Negro rioting in 
1963, the first such incident in a sequence that was to 
shake the nation. A favorite charge of the News, al- 
most certainly untrue, is that MFY reproduction equip- 
ment was used to print a poster with a picture of the 
police officer whose shooting of a Negro youth pre- 
sumedly helped trigger the Harlem riot. “Wanted for 
Murder,” was the caption, “Gilligan the Cop.” Thus the 
News also anticipated, and set a pattern of sorts, for 
white apprehension and suspicion that Negro riots 
were planned disturbances and that Marxist radicals 
were behind them. 

Certain of the Daily News charges are of a kind that 
can never be fully answered, but the issue of Com- 
munist infiltration can be. Of some three hundred 
MFY employees at this period, it appears that two may 
at that time have been members of the Communist 
Party, and two were similarly likely to have been mem- 
bers of the Socialist Workers Party. There was some 
suggestion of past Communist Party membership with 
respect to nineteen other employees. Altogether there 
was some “derogatory information,” to use the FBI 
term for assertions that may or may not turn out to 
be true on further enquiry, on about thirty-two em- 
ployees. This information was assembled by the FBI 
for the Attorney General shortly after the News charges 
were made public. Given that the Attorney General 
was chairman of the Presidential committee that was 
helping to fund MFY, it may be assumed that the 
enquiry was done with care, and on this basis, then, it 
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can be stated that the News charge of large scale 
Xommie” infiltration was false. 

If the implication was that the Communist Party 
had made or was making an effort to influence or 
direct MFY activity, it may be said on the basis of the 
evidence that this charge also was false. The Federal 
government is not at a loss to determine the answers 
to such questions : it merely enquires of its informers. 
A memorandum of August 31, 1964, from the Attorney 
General to a White House official put the matter with 
customary delicacy: "material received from sources 
in a position to report on the day-to-day activity of 
Communist Party National and State headquarters, 
fails to reveal any effort by the Communist Party to 
dominate, control or infiltrate MFY.** 

But such evidence has little to do with such contro- 
versy. The more relevant fact, or set of facts, is that 
the community organizing efforts of MFY did give rise, 
both within the staff and the neighborhood, to atti- 
tudes and actions distinctly reminiscent of Marxist 
agitation of earlier days, and could readily be misrep- 
resented as just that. The reaction among "ritualistic 
liberals,” as one member of the non-Communist left 
working on the Lower East Side at this time described 
them, would be, and was to demand, a clean bill of 
health for the organization, and to do so with not a 
little righteous indignation. But public officials were 
just as likely to be fearful that there might just be 
something to the charges — and in the case of MFY 
there was something — to panic and to act badly. To 
some degree this did happen in New York. (It will be 
recalled, that at this time a vengeful right-wing con- 
servatism seemed to be taking over the Republican 
Party. The prospect that "Chinese” communists — such 
was the rumor— might turn up on quasi-public pay- 
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rolls organizing the masses of the Lower East Side was 
not altogether reassuring.) Similar reactions were to 
occur elsewhere. It would seem to be a frequent 
sequence in the progress of community action. 

As in the Federal antipoverty program, much the 
greatest portion of the MFY budget was devoted to 
programs in the World of Work, the World of Educa- 
tion, and its other services of individuals and groups. 
In its second year of operation, the Community Pro- 
gram received only $272,000. On the other hand, from 
the outset this program received almost all the pub- 
licity, and just as importantly it seems to have been 
the activity that most exhilarated the middle class pro- 
fessionals working at MFY. (One MFY official told a 
reporter that the 300-man staff spent 80 to 90 per cent 
of its energies “organizing the unaffiliated — the lower 
fifth of the economic ladder . . . who will overturn the 
status quo” in the neighborhood.^ 

This activity, formally titled “Organizing the Un- 
affiliated” was very much the prototype of the com- 
munity action programs of the OEO. As with all of 
MFY's programs it was derived, step by step, from 
general to specific hypotheses, each step accompanied 
by citations from the work of major sociologists; 
Eleanor Maccoby on “Community Integration and the 
Social Control of Delinquency,”- Morris Axelrod on 
“Urban Structure and Social Participatibn,”^ W. G. 
Mather on “Income and Social Participation, Peter 
Rossi on Why Families Move.^ The general hypothesis 
was direct enough : ® 

Participation by adults in decision-making about matters that 
affect their interests increases their sense of identification with 
the community and the larger social order. People who Identify 
with their neighborhood and share common values are more 
likely to try to control juvenile misbehavior. A well-integrated 
community can provide learning experiences for adults which 
enable them to serve as more adequate models and interpreters 
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of community life for the young. In short, there is an inverse* 
relation between community integration and the rates of juve-: 
nile misbehavior. 

Four barriers to such integration were identified: 
lower class families moved a great deal; community 
activities were typically staffed by middle-class per- 
sonnel; the self-defeating attitudes of the lower class 
made them feel nothing could be accomplished; and, 
finally, 'Intergroup tensions” kept the community frag- 
mented. Little could be done about the first difficulty, 
but tactics were quickly devised for the remaining 
three: the "indigenous disadvantaged” would be em- 
ployed by SlFY to help organize and stimulate the 
community; "issues” would be chosen that were at once 
highly visible and gave promise of immediate payoff; 
and finally, the groups would be organized along racial 
and ethnic lines. MFY decided to almost 

its entire attention on the Negroes and Puerto Ricans 
of the neighborhood. 

Out of this orderly, and conservative formulation 
this was, after all, nothing more than an effort to give 
grown-ups in the neighborhood roles that would en- 
courage them to teach their kids to behave — came a 
series of events that many in the larger world, espe- 
cially the political world, was to view as dangerous and. 
disorderly conduct. The MFY Prospectus had stated, 
accurately enough, that "The task of developing a the- 
ory of action which is consistent with the theory of 
causation is, of course, immense.”’' As it turned out, 
however, an even greater if unexpected difficulty was 
that of retaining over time the same concept of causa- 
tion and the same object of action. MFY began with 
the understanding that the problem of the poor was 
anomie; in short order anomie was replaced by "power- 
lessness” as the fundamental disorder. It started out 
to create cooperative arrangements that would open 
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the neighborhood opportunity structure to deviant or 
potentially deviant youths; in short order the oppor- 
tunity structure was being defined as a power struc- 
ture, and itself accused of deviance in the largest social 
sense of good and bad behavior. Rhetorically at all 
events, reform inched towards revolution. Right or 
wrong, MFY did not very long remain the carefully 
calibrated social experiment it had set out to be. 

The shift from anomie to powerlessness would seem 
in part related to the problem of size. In a city of 
eight million. Mobilization for Youth represented an 
area of 100,000 persons and was actively concerned 
with only a third of these. Almost all of the principal 
“institutions” that affected the residents of the Lower 
East Side — the school system, the labor market, the 
housing, the police force — were at least city- wide in 
their organization and scope, and most had state and 
national ties. A neighborhood group would sense little 
leverage in such situations. 

The “problem” of powerlessness must surely also 
have been compounded by the erosion of community- 
based political power, a change especially to be noted 
in Manhattan where for so long local political organi- 
zations, coalescing in Tammany Hall, had wielded 
highly visible, even notorious power. Fifty years of 
municipal reform had just about put an end to that 
in New York. Not the least ironic of MFY’s experience 
is that much of the impulse to do something about the 
feeling of powerlessness among the lower-class ethnic 
minorities of the city came from much the same group 
that in previous decades had systematically stripped 
minorities of the very considerable power they had had, 
and did so in the name of their own good. What more 
conclusive evidence of evil could be adduced against a 
local political leader during the 1950’s, the more so if 
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he were Italian, say, and had taken to wearing expen- 
sive clothes, than to charge that he was a "Boss,”— - 
that is, that he had power I Nothing if not self-aware, 
the MFY Prospectus provided a theory of the urbari 
political machine as well, suggesting in effect that th§ 
Italians and Irish had taken Tammany with them, intp 
the lower middle class and would no longer allow it tp 
perform its traditional functions. There was something 
in this, but the larger fact is that those functions had 
for the most part been taken out of the political sector 
and consigned to bureaucracies— the very bureauc- 
racies whose middle-class rigidity and putative disdain^ 
for the poor had been responsible for so much of the 
thinking behind community action! Further, uniform- 
ity and consistency, the treatment of like cases alike, 
is the essence of the bureaucratic method and a cen- 
tral demand of the good government reformers in the: 
campaign against the "favoritism” so characteristic of 
the working-class style in politics. With the best will, 
in the world, the City departments could not set up 
special rules for a few square blocks on the Lower East 
Side. And those few square blocks hardly had the 
power to force the rules to be changed for the entire 
city, where in any event their views were not neces- 
sarily shared. 

During this period, Kenneth B. Clark was preparing 
the large study from which the community action 
agency of Harlem, HARYOU-ACT ^ Where 

MFY had been theory-oriented, Clark’s study rested 
largely on field research : What did the youth of Har- 
lem feel? What did they need? It was in ways even a 
more impmssive piece of work than its downtown 
counterpart, and came to essentially the same conclu- 
sions as did MFY. It was titled: "Youth in the Ghetto: 
A Study in the Consequences of Powerlessness.” Yet 
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by traditional New York standards there was no 
reason for Harlem to feel powerless. Negroes at this 
time were in complete control of their local political 
organizations: Harlem had powerful representatives 
at the City, State, and national levels of government. 
Yet somehow the power of such representatives to 
effect local events had diminished. Thus one of the 
galling facts of life in Harlem was the treasure that 
poured out of the community daily in consequence of 
the gambling and narcotics traffic operated illegally 
by whites. In an earlier age the police would have 
regulated this commerce and the political machine 
would have regulated the police. But, at about this 
time, when Congressman Adam Clayton Powell, no 
doubt other concerns in mind, demanded that a Negro 
police captain be assigned to Harlem, the Irish Com» 
missioner, not perhaps without a twinge of regret, 
informed the Congressman that Tammany district 
leaders (which Powell also was) no longer appointed 
police captains in New York. Bureaucracy had taken 
over, the next man on the list would be appointed, 
etc., etc. As the MFY Prospectus had stated, “the 
machine humanized and personalized its services. It 
provided help and favors rather than justice and assist- 
ance.”^ Bureaucracies may not do this — must not. 

It would appear that these municipal facts of life 
had important consequences on the tactics of Mobili- 
zation's effort to organize the unaffiliated. Inasmuch as 
so little in the way of institutional change could be 
accomplished in the neighborhood, it became neces- 
sary to escalate the level at which demands were made 
to that of the City Hall, at very least, where changes 
in bureaucratic institutions could be affected. This 
meant expanding the scope of demands from local to 
citywide propositions. Just possibly the middle-class 
reformers felt more at home at such levels — their turf 
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-—but conditions also encouraged what might have 
been a predisposition. 

The immediate consequence of this was an escala- 
tion in rhetoric. More and more George Brager, direc- 
tor of MFY’s Action Programs was talking about the 
''powerlessness” of the poor with respect to city gov- 
ernment. A program that had begun as a promising 
device for helping to resolve the private difficulties of 
young persons, which in the aggregate were creating 
a social problem, a device the city government was 
more than willing to support and encourage, began 
of a sudden to pose a challenge to that very govern- 
ment. And here the personal qualities of the middle- 
class professional reformers, elite academics and 
intellectuals for the most part, contributed not ^a 
to the mounting tension. For if capable of the deepest 
empathy, the purest Christian compassion for the poor, 
too frequently they had nothing but contempt for the 
working class, lower-middlc-class bureaucratic and 
political cadres that ran the city. The belief that suf- 
fering purifies and that security corrupts is deep in 
Western culture, and nowhere so manifest as among 
young educated Americans coming of age in the 
i950's, having experienced all their liyes an absolute 
minimum of suffering and an absolute maximum of 
security. One dares to detect a measure of glee, almost, 
as the MFY theorists turned on City Hall, capitalism, 
racism, America itself. There is to be seen in their 
writings, as Leonard Chazen notes, a steady "progres- 
sion from a politically neutral concern with organizing 
the slums to a fully engaged animus for the city 
'Establishment.’”® This is wot to be explained in terms 
of the particular social and political setting in which 
MFY was trying to function. At this time a radical, 
middle class stirring was beginning to be felt through- 
out the nation. “Expanding Opportunities for Conform- 
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ay may have expressed the spirit of the 1950's on the 
Columbia campus: it was not the “thing” for the 
1960's. It is difficult to resist the impression that the 
MFY principles were as much affected by changing 
fashions in ideas, as by any pragmatic response to a 
particular set of circumstances. 

Cloward in particular underwent a process of rad- 
icalization. Chazen describes a 1965 article by him as 
‘l^earing all the bitterness of an SDS pamphlet on 
urban politics.” At once a major actor and a highly 
representative one, a full understanding of the prog- 
ress of the idea of community action in the 1960’s 
must await an explanation of the steps by which men 
such as he progressed from social work in a military 
prison to the most intransigent defiance of the social 
system itself. Perhaps as they learned more about the 
system, they became more opposed to it. Perhaps as 
the system proved sluggish in response to their initia- 
tives, they grew more determined to impose their will. 
But for certain, men such as Cloward moved fairly 
rapidly from the effort to integrate the poor into the 
system to an effort to use the poor to bring down the 
whole rotten structure. In the late 1 9 60's Cloward 
turned to the organization of welfare mothers with the 
avowed intent of putting so many families on welfare 
that the fiscal structure of State and local government 
would collapse. His plans went from cooperating with 
City Hail, to defying it, to taking it over. Writing with 
a colleague in The Nation in 1967 on the subject of 
“Corporate Imperialism for the Poor,” his term for the 
growing interest of business corporations at this time 
in investing in the “ghetto,” he explained the develop- 
ment in conventional, if vulgar, Marxist terms : 

First, corporate enterprise no longer has major stakes in 
domestic racism. Historically, racism helped to perpetuate a 
caste system that produced a surplus of cheap black labor. 
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That surplus was used against white workers, chiefly to under- 
mine wage levels; more directly, blacks were hired as scabs 
and goons to impede efforts by whites to unionize. 

He warned against the poor accepting the embrace of 
the capitalists, especially in conjunction with increasecl 
Federal activities that would withdraw power from 
local government. He then asked instead that Federal 
funds go directly to city government, as they have 
done in the past through grants-in-aid, so that '‘black 
municipal leaders could convert these funds into jobs, 
services and facilities required not only to improve 
economic conditions but to consolidate a black elec- 
torate as welL”^^ Don’t fight City Hall: capture it. But 
this was 1967, In 1963 and 1964, New York City Hall 
municipal government was increasingly defined by 
MFY as the enemy. 

The MFY internal notes from the period are filled” 
with the minutiae and the exhilaration of combat. 
Problem: '‘No matter how we disguise it, irrespective 
of letterhead and who signs the letters, telegrams, etc.. 
City agencies quickly begin to realize which letters and 
which buildings come to them from Mobilization for 
Youth.” Solution: “Transform every housing program 
currently sponsored by MFY into tenant membership 
orgahizations. There need be no exceptions.” Future 
battles were planned. The Housing Committee would 
become a “rent strike coordinating committee.” “We 
are drawing together and staffing a committee which 
Mil coordinate all direct action campaigns in a mili- 
tant manner. . . . This is an organization of organiza- 
tions, and contains the kind of fighting, sophisticated 
politicized organizations who arc just itching to play 
out the ‘Jesse Gray’ role and ‘bring to the Lower East 
Side what Harlem has begun.’ . . . Only massive rent 
strikes are effective in obtaining publicity, embarrass- 
ing the establishment, efc.’’^ 
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It must be kept in mind that Mobilization for Youth 
was in every sense a creature of that very establish- 
ment: Columbia University, the Ford Foundation, the 
Mayor of New York, the President of the United States. 
Now it was setting out to embarrass it. That had not 
been the plan, but that was how it was working out. 
In Robert F. Wagner they found an especially vulner- 
able target, an immensely decent man, increasingly 
worn down by the demands of what was now his third 
term as Mayor, yet incapable of truly vengeful retalia- 
tion, trying only to keep the city running. The trade 
unions had long ago learned to strike friends first, and 
MFY understood this about Wagner. But he was hu- 
man. Herbert Krosney writes 

Mobilization gave counsel to and vi^orked with downtown 
CORE. This group later dumped dead rats on Mayor Wagner’s 
doorstep, a gesture which, however vivid, was not calculated to 
gain the Mayor’s sympathy. 

A second general difficulty which MFY soon encoun- 
tered, and which would seem to be an endemic risk 
of community action, involved the issue of ethnic an- 
tagonism. In seeking to enlarge the community, to 
bring in outsiders, they soon found themselves frac- 
tionating it. When class conflict is induced in an 
American urban community, it would seem to have a 
natural tendency to assert itself in terms of ethnic 
conflict as well. At the outset MFY made the decision 
to organize specifically Puerto Rican and Negro groups 
and to bring them into battle with the establishment. 
Plans specified the ethnicity of employees: ‘‘Henry 
Street Tenants' Council; Area-Madison to East Broad- 
way, Montgomery to Pike; Staff-Negro community 
worker to be hired, plus Pedro — (Such practices 
were of course to be forbidden by the Civil Rights Act 
of 1964!) 

In one of its first tests, this technique backfired. 
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An organization of Puerto Rican mothers, with the 
acronym MOM, was put together for the purpose of 
a ‘'conflict confrontation” with the principal of the 
local P.S. 140, Irving Rosenbloom. The principal was 
accused of bigotry and it was demanded that he be 
fired. The confrontation was noisy, disorderly, and 
something ominously close to antisemitism made it§ 
appearance. Twenty-six public school principals in the 
area responded with a telegram to Mayor Wagner 
demanding instead that Brager, head of the MFf 
action program, be fired. His community workers, the 
telegram stated, 

[were] becoming full-time paid agitators and organizers for ex-^ 
tremist groups. This constitutes an abuse of the noble purpose 
for which great sums of federal and mnnicipal money werd 
originally appropriated. This moVemeht has been subverted 
from its original plan to war against delinquency into a war 
against indiyidual schools and their leaders, to what purpose 
we cannot at the present time divine. 

Now the issue arose as to just how representative the 
mothers' group was. James McNamara, a member of 
the local school board and the local leader of the Lib-, 
era! Party, defended Rosenbloom as a good man, and 
attacked MOM as a “phantom organization led by 
MFY staff members ,'VT^ the superintendent 

of schools demanding Rosenbloom's resignation con-; 
tained only twenty valid signatures of 200 — “the rest 
were forgeries.” The problem, said McNamara, “stems 
from the theory that you must get the lower fifth . 
excited and that they must fight the power structure.” 
If that was the problem, it was also the avowed in ten- 
tion of MFY at this point. Shortly after the incident at 
P.S. 140, the first civil rights boycott of the New York 
schools occurred. Whether pr not there was a valid 
connection, there were those willing to perceive one. 

The Negro Action Group (NAG) took on an even 
more ominous turn. Although this was a time when 
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relations between Negro militants and white liberals 
were at their most cordial and effective state, the delib- 
erate effort to bring about conflict between a Negro 
lower-class group and the city establishment displayed 
a potential for divisiveness that was to become reality 
all too soon. NAG was intended to be an outrageous 
organization, and from all reports it was. Although 
MFY was to deny the charge when it was made by the 
News, Jesse Gray, the rent strike organizer who had 
acquired a reputation during the 1963 Harlem riot, was 
indeed involved with MFY’s efforts to start rent strikes 
on the Lower East Side. He provided an important 
model for action, and perhaps also a vocabulary that 
could only inflame relations with whites.^° An activist 
in downtown CORE insisted to the journalist Jack New- 
field that NAG was “nationalistic and anti-Semitic’' 
and refused to cooperate with CORE, which was vigor- 
ously interracial at that time. “This is an inevitable 
consequence,” he continued, “of a strategy that inten- 
tionally pits Negroes and Puerto Ricans against a pre- 
dominantly Jewish establishment.”^'^ This development 
was to become even more pronounced later on. Thus 
in the dispute at l.S. 201 in East Harlem in the winter 
of 1966-67 in which local residents, much supported 
by the local community action agency (MEND) de- 
manded the ouster of principal Stanley R. Lisser, the 
New York Times reported that “the street agitation 
. . . was flagrantly anti-white and anti-Semitic.” In 
1968 when the issue of community control of the 
Ocean Hill-Brownsville school district — another Ford 
Foundation experimental project — was raging, one 
leaflet took the matter to considerable lengths, de- 
claring : 

If African-American History and Culture is to be taught to 
our Black Children it Must be Done by African-Americans Who 
Identify With and Who Understand the Problem. It is Impos- 
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sible For the Middle East Murderers of Colored People to 
Possibly Bring To This Important Task the Insight/ The Con- 
cern, The Exposing of the Truth that is a Must If The Years pf 
Brainwashing And Self-Hatred That Ha Been Taught To bur 
Black Children By these Blood-sucking Exploiters and Mur- 
derers Is To Be Overcome. The Idea Behind This Program fs 
Beautiful, But When The Money Changers Heard About Jt 
They Took Over, As Is Their Custom In the Black Community. 
If African American History and Culture Is important To Our 
Children [to] Baise Their Esteem Of Themselves, They Are 
[sic] The Only Persons Who Can i)o the Job Are Africap- 
American Brothers and Sisters, And Not the So-Called Liberal 
Jewish Friend. We know From His Tricksy, Deceitful Maneu- 
vers That He is Really Our Enemy and He is Responsible Fqr 
the Serious Educational Retardation of Our Black Children. 

Pretty sentiments, to which there were Jews capable 
of responding in kind. Charles E. Silberman, the dis- 
tinguished author of Crisis in Black and White, spotted 
the trend and in May 1968 demanded of a meeting 
sponsored by the American Jewish Committee that it 
*Tace up to the raw, rank, anti-Negro prejudice that is 
within our own midst. We talk — endlessly — about 
Negro Anti-Semitism; we rarely talk about — let alone 
try to deal with — the Jewish Anti-Negroism that is iri 
our midst and that is growing very rapidly Demand- 
ing power for a black community rather quickly be- 
came a demand for black power. This may have been 
therapeutic for those involved, but the reaction else{ 
where, as Vice President Humphrey later declared in 
an interview arranged by the American Jewish Com- 
munity, was ‘'consternation and confusion.”^® 

MFY was not responsible for the rise of Negro ex- 
tremism or black nationalism. It was simply there 
when the storm broke, and it was useful as a vehicle 
in its part of the City, It is to the credit of those who; 
conceived and began the program that while the 
nation generally was either unaware of the mounting 
fury within the Negro community, or at best indiffer-, 
ent to it, MFY leatos had already set out to do some- 
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thing about it. It is part of the irony that suffuses the 
MFY experience that the institutions they helped estab- 
lish were put to uses (miniscule and of no substantive 
consequence on the Lower East Side, but important in 
terms of the idea) that were just the opposite of what 
they had envisaged. Their fondest hope was to enable 
the slum youth they served to enter the larger society, 
to conform to its standards, and to succeed by them. 
Alas, by the time the program was underway the issue 
had already been raised by Negro writers such as 
James Baldwin as to whether the standards of the 
white community were worth conforming to. “Subse- 
quent classes of black students,” a Negro youth at 
Columbia was to declare some years later, “will not 
only reject the white man’s hang-ups, but will also 
reject the mediocre goals this institution says they 
ought to aspire to: they will absolutely refuse the 
white man’s benevolent offer of a ‘32nd vice niggership’ 
at General Motors.”^® Seen from the perspective of 
other groups, this was rather a conventional statement 
for a certain type of New York student, but no law pro- 
vides that Negroes shall follow in the footsteps of those 
who preceded them in the great city, and certainly 
there were many who at this point intended nothing of 
the sort. The extreme left was reasserting its influence, 
its aim, as Max Lerner writes, “to radicalize the Negro 
and convert him into the cutting edge that will divide 
America and throw it into the kind of chaos out of 
which revolutionary situations are made.”^® This was 
hardly the intent of MFY, but a whiff of this notion 
drifted uptown from East Second Street. Rent strikes? 
School boycotts? Voter registration drives? Mass dem- 
onstrations? “What this has to do with curbing juve- 
nile delinquency,” declared the New York Herald 
Tribune “or why public funds should be used, is a 
cause for bafflement.”^^ 

If liberal Republican editorial writers were puzzled. 
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SO might social reformers be. Thj^, logic of events was 
moving MFY ever closer to Saul Alinsky’s famous for- 
mula for organi2ing the i^norganized: 'Yub raw the 
sores of discontent.”-^ If there is no discontent— that 
is to say, if apathetic resignation has effectively re- 
pressed incipient militancy — create hate objects and 
enable the individual in the mass to give expression 
to his justified' anger. The problem for the MFY the- 
orists, and in this one respect they must be faulted, 
is that as they got cgughtup in the thrill of battle, they 
quite failed to see the degree to which the strategy of 
induced conflict contradicted their own theory of 
anomie, or at least would in all probable reality lead 
to an increase rather than a decrease in anomic with- 
drawal. Durkheim saw society becoming a -‘dust of 
individuals” whose ties to one another were lost in the 
rationalist desiccation. Merton evolved this into a set 
of principles of social action which stressed the sig- 
nificance of frustration. Cloward and Ohlin applied the 
principles to the problem of delinquency. At this point, 
the temperament of the professional reformer once 
again enters the equation. The opportunity theory, 
although quite balanced in its assessment of indi- 
vidual as against social responsibility, can, like certain 
optical illusions, oscillate so that one moment one side 
appears dominant, while the next moment the mind’s 
eye shifts and the dominance alternates. The social 
system frustrates the aspirations of the delinquent in- 
dividual. True. Or at least hypothetically true. But also, 
the delinquent may have unreal aspirations so that he 
in effect frustrates himself. In the planning stages of 
the Ford Foundation community development program, 
Ohlin gave some prominence to this latter phenome- 
non. In a paper prepared for Ford in 1960 he wrote 

The community development problem that I have in mind 
is the commonly observed inability of new migrants to provide 
their children with realistic expectations or access to opportu- 
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nities for achieving their aspirations. This deficiency on the 
part of new migrants arises in large part from a state of alien- 
ation from urban culture. . . . For example, the diminishing 
vitality of the local political machine, with its autocratic and 
attentive political boss, eliminates an important interpretive 
link to the new world for migrants. . . . Under such conditions 
the adult migrants, lacking secure conceptions of the new cul- 
tural norms, induce in their children unrealistic expectations 
which are unrelated in any case to observable, relevant struc- 
tures of opportunities by which these expectations may be 
achieved. 


As the 1960’s moved on, the problem of unrealistic 
expectations began to be compounded by a seeming 
depreciation of heretofore decent-enough jobs which 
the poor were now said to find unacceptable. (Said, to 
be sure, “by spokesmen.”) In 1968, Paul Goodman 
publically puzzled over this : 

Sensitive minds . . . understand perfectly that just to get 
into the middle-class American mainstream is not humanly 
good enough; but then it is hard ... to explain to poor people 
what, these days, would be humanly good enough. Consider 
the current social imputation of many jobs as “menial.” When 
I was young, driving a bus or trailer-truck was manly, difficult, 
and responsible; now when there are many black drivers, it is 
ordinary. Construction work used to be skilled; but a black 
or Spanish bricklayer or mason tends to be considered un- 
skilled. White road-workers in Vermont have a decent job; 
black road-workers with the same equipment have a menial 
job. Postman, a job requiring unusual tact and judgment has 
always been a dignified occupation; now that, like other 
Federal employment, it is open to many blacks, my guess is 
that it will be considered drab. . . . This social imputation of 
worth is made, of course, by both whites and blacks. . . . 
The question is why the blacks go along with the same 
imputation. ... In this frame of mind, it is impossible to be 
free and independent. 

As a matter of temperament, a fair proportion of 
professional reformers will reject — or repress — Ohlin's 
latter observation. The aspirations of the poor ought 
not to be unrealistic. Only a callous, corrupt society 
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makes them unrealistic. Every child a brain surgeon. 
The story is told of Daniel O’Connell, the Irish popular 
leader of the early nineteenth century, who, approach- 
ing an old man working on the road one day, sent the 
laborer into a paroxysm of patriotic effusion. “Calm 
yourself, old man,” said O’Connell, “Whether I win or 
lose, you will still be breaking rocks.” Rejecting such 
realism as somehow immoral, MFY’s leaders unavoid- 
ably turned to increasing demands on the power struc- 
ture, in much the manner of the black power movement 
that was just then getting started. Repeatedly these de- 
mands were not met, or if they were, new and larger 
demands were put forth in order to maintain the 
dynamic of conflict and confrontation. Chazen offers 
the formula 

Frustration = Aspiration /Achievement 

If that is the case, would it not follow that increasing 
aspirations through community-wide conflict will also 
increase frustration when it is not accompanied by 
fairly rapid and tangible achievement? Hence an in- 
crease in anomie, and accordingly in deviant behavior, 
Is that in fact what happened to urban Negro society 
in the 1960’s? The question is neither absurd nor un- 
answerable, although of course answers do not now 
exist. 

At all events, before the social scientist associated 
with MFY could reasonably be expected to have reached 
any judgments on the effects of community agitation, 
his freedom of action was for practical purposes; 
taken from him. The Daily News charges about Com- 
munist infiltration in MFY were picked up by conserva- 
tive political leaders in New York and expanded to 
include the entire antipoverty program. In the City, a 
Queens Republican, Joseph Modugno, proposed that a 
City Council committee be established to keep an eye 
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on all such activities: the HARYOU-ACT volume 
"Youth in the Ghetto,” he declared, contains "radical 
sociological ideas, which might allow professional agi- 
tators to bring about an economic-social revolution in 
our city.”^® 

The City government was considerably unnerved. 
The Federal antipoverty program was just then getting 
underway, as was the Goldwater-Johnson campaign. 
City officials explained in Washington that they were 
not the least impressed by the Communist charges, 
but that something had to be done to get control of 
the MFY community action program. The decision was 
made to do so, and in the event MFY — despite wide 
support and a full page New York Times advertisement 
— was powerless to defend itself. Its money came 
from Washington and City Hall. In short order the 
head of the organization, James E. McCarthy, who 
had been accused of excessive use of entertainment 
funds, resigned, and MFY, which had had great inde- 
pendence of operations, was directed to conduct all 
future business — purchasing, contracting, hiring — 
through the regular City departments. Bertram Beck, 
the respected official of the National Association of 
Social Workers, was brought in as the new Executive 
Director of MFY, at $30,000 per year. Calm was re- 
stored, But the spirit seems somehow to have gone out 
of the undertaking. Outwardly unaffected, it had in- 
wardly changed. David Hackett later put it to Herbert 
Krosney: "Mobilization For Youth lost. It’s as simple 
as that.”2® 

Not quite. 

As Jack Newfield wrote at the time the disputes were 
raging, "It seems impossible to make a completely 
truthful statement about Mobilization For Youth with- 
out using the word ‘but.’ MFY did not (or has not) 
produced much sociological data, but was there ever 
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such an experiment? Some persons got chewed up in 
it, but many others got their first training in an impor- 
tant new activity. MFY did lose in its battle with City 
Hall, but it set a pattern for the community action 
programs that were to spring up across the land at the 
very moment its own came under fire. MFY was both 
conscious and proud of the influence it was having. 
In the winter of 1964 its News BwZteHn reported that 
in a two-month period in 1964, “Twenty-seven groups 
or individuals spent 122 hours (or an average of 4V2 
hours each) — the equivalent of nearly a full working 
month,” The visitors were for the most part profes- 
sionals in the field or government officials. “Time- 
consuming? Yes. Highly important? Again, yes, for a 
major objective is the flowering of Mobilization's seeds 
In other places at other times.’ 

The first OEO Community Action Guide, in its sug- 
gested procedures and program measures, clearly shows 
the influence of MFY. Preschool education, legal aid 
for the poor (not just to defend them, but to serve 
them as plaintiffs), a theory of community organiza- 
tion, an emphasis on research and evaluation, and 
most especially the insistence on the involvement of 
the poor, all these were the legacy of Mobilization For 
Youth. It was no small achievement. 

There was a legacy, also, of bitterness. The men 
who had conceived MFY could not imagine that those 
involved in its symbolic demise could have acted from 
any but the most sinister and despicable motives. 
Mayor Wagner became an increasing target of savage 
criticism from the left, even as he was losing support 
among conservative voters for the enormous public 
expenditures he was devoting to the programs of Negro 
and Puerto Rican poverty. In the end he decided not to 
run for re-election, and turned the task over to Paul 
Screvane, the President of the City Council and head 
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of the City’s antipoverty board. Screvane was the one 
man the MFY supporters could not forgive. They were 
convinced that he was involved with the original 
Daily News accusations. Winslow Carlton, for exam- 
ple, believed, and so informed Federal officials, that 
Screvane had actually edited the original article. Scre- 
vane had an entirely different version of events, which 
not surprisingly, implicated the police department. But 
his background — a Queens Italian, a Catholic, a sani- 
tation man — and his personal style were antipathetical 
to the partisans of MFY. 

Although Screvane was endorsed by the great major- 
ity of the Reform Democratic political clubs in the 
City, and although he was pitted against the old-line 
Brooklyn and Bronx organizations, which were the 
principal foes of the reformers, a reform slate was 
nonetheless put in the field against him, and in the 
event took away enough votes to give the primary vic- 
tory to the regulars. The MFY issue was extensively 
used against Screvane by the liberal left.^- 

Screvane felt he had saved MFY. Cloward felt he 
had destroyed it and said so at length in a Nation 
article which appeared during the primary campaign 
that was to decide whether Screvane would become a 
national figure or a has-been. It cannot but be that city 
halls around the nation noticed. A former aide to Paul 
Screvane summarized the sequence to Thomas Blau 
as follows : 

. . . We lost the election for Paul Screvane by getting him into 
the poverty business. I knew enough about politics to know 
that no one could represent all the people, that is, that no 
one organization could really represent an entire community 
undisputedly. We were not going to allocate “turfs.” So Paul 
told people, “we’re not funding single organizations to the ex- 
clusion of everyone else,” and so made more enemies than 
friends by denying the possibility of exclusive funding. 
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Blau is describing the difficulties political executives 
face in allocating public funds to the quasi-public or- 
ganizations such as community action groups, which 
are instantly open to challenge on the grounds of 
representativeness. Mobilization was only the first. Yet 
the concept that within the mass there resided the 
essence of a popular will retained its power and was 
much in evidence in the succeeding administration. 
Blau comments : 

In a nominalistic sense, reform in New York, like reform 
before it, has favored greater mass participation, but in terms 
of many unconnected individuals, each having no power of 
any importance. '‘Participation,” either as taking part in in- 
surgency or having an institutionalized share of authoritative 
decision making, may thus be a mechanism for reducing au- 
tonomy as easily as one for engendering it. Reform move- 
ments have frequently “liberated” the poor from machines, 
leaving them with less power than before. 

A brief envoi to MFY, whose work continues, and 
whose stormy and vital history is yet to be written: 
In the summer of 1968, the City of New York, with 
the assistance of a Yale summer interne and the full- 
est cooperation, as it were, of the New York Times, 
launched a monster registration campaign in the 
poorer areas of the City. (Had a Tammany Mayor 
undertaken to spend public funds for such a purpose 
the Times might have seen the matter differently. But 
this was a reform Mayor, and in any event the poverty 
program had legitimated such efforts, and they were 
not yet being resorted to by outright reactionaries.) 
But for all the publicity, nothing much seemed to come 
of it. M. S. Handler reported on the first two days 
showing in a story headed : "Drive to Register the Poor 
Here Meets Indifference and Apathy.” The young in- 
terne, Arthur Klebanoff, stated that campaign workers 
on the Lower East Side had encountered "fantastic” 
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indifference among Puerto Ricans. Handler’s report 
continues : 

He also felt that intense rivalry between community action 
groups had had a discouraging effect on the people. Instead 
of cooperating, he said, members of a group would sometimes 
discourage persons from registering with another more suc- 
cessful group, and this resulted in anger on all sides. 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 


COMMUNITY 

ACTION 

LOSES 


The 1964 election passed, the war on poverty began 
By the end of January 1966, more than nine hundred 
grants had been made for the establishment or planning 
of Community Action Programs in some one thousand 
counties. All of the fifty largest cities in the country , 
had CAP’S. Although the richest counties had been 
ahead of the poorest in getting started, the latter grad- 
ually caught up. If the object had been to “cover” as 
many of the poor as possible with a local “umbrella” 
agency, the planners and administrators at OEO had 
done a remarkable job. Shriver’s strong point was get- 
ting into position fast : no small matter in combat. 

But the CAP program was not, from the point of 
view of its sponsors, a success. From the outset, itjwas 
in trouble. If MFY had sent out road companies (as in 
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a sense it did), the drama could hardly have been 
more faithfully re-enacted in city after city across the 
land. There was even an extended run in rural Mis- 
sissippi. This at least is an impression easily acquired. 

The history of these early programs has not been 
written. It must be. Almost certainly a careful, detailed 
enquiry will turn up a great number and wide variety 
of innovations, changes, improvements that took place 
as a result of the community efforts stimulated by the 
Economic Opportunity Act. Some of the programs in- 
volved — Head Start, Neighborhood Legal Services — 
have become so familiar and popular as no longer par- 
ticularly to be associated with community action, or 
even the war on poverty! In the manner that American 
advertising can transform a household appliance from 
a luxury to a necessity in a matter of years, almost in 
a matter of months OEO made preschool education a 
standard feature of an up-to-date community, such 
that any without it could properly consider themselves 
badly governed, deprived, or whatever.^ Very possibly, 
the most important long run impact of the community 
action programs of the 1960’s will prove to have been 
the formation of an urban Negro leadership echelon 
at just the time when the Negro masses and other 
minorities were verging towards extensive commit- 
ments to urban politics. Tammany at its best (or 
worst) would have envied the political apprenticeship 
provided the neighborhood coordinators of the anti- 
poverty program. Wofford reports that i n the period 
1 964-66Jbetwe(^^ 

field representati ves re cruited foxihen ommuni tv actio n 
proj SnTwereT^e g Puerto Rican, or Mexican Amer- 
ican. It was, he continues, "probably the ablest and 
largest group of minority group professionals ever 
assembled in one government program."' Kenneth E, 
Marshall, one of the planners with Kenneth B. Clark 
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and Cyril Tyson of HARYOU, and subsequentiy head 
of the Paterson, New Jersey, community action pro- 
gram agrees: "The major immediate beneficiaries of 
these programs,” he stated in 1967, “have been non- 
poor persons who have been afforded the opportunity 
of executive, technical and professional positions in 
the program.”=^ Saul Alinsky was more blunt, referring 
early in 1965 to the “vast network of sergeants draw- 
ing general’s pay” in the poverty program, and noting 
also the speed with which apparently quite lucrative 
consulting firms spring up to help the indigenous dis- 
advantaged prepare requests for grants from OEO. 
Even the Wall Street Journal took note of this new 
business opportunity. 

The future is never to be predicted, but it would be 
surprising if a Namier-like history of American politics 
in the coming generation did not record in some detail 
the influence of the community action programs of the 
war on poverty on the personal and ideological forma- 
tion of a significant number of urban political leaders. 
But as for the utterly disparate, but simultaneously 
entertained goals of program coordination and political 
activism, neither occurred, and in the process of not 
occurring, all hell broke loose all over the place. 

With no detailed history available, it is hardly pos- 
sible to develop a typology of the CAP’S which varied 
considerably: some were citywide and run by City 
Hall; some neighborhood based and run from, if not 
by the neighborhood; still others took in large areas 
yet were relatively independent. In the first year of 
operation three-quarters of the community action agen- 
cies that began operations were newly established non- 
profit bodies, although actual control within these 
organizations varied. Although all manner of groups 
were represented, it would appear that by and large, 
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in large cities, community action came to be primarily 
associated with the cause of Negro betterment. 

At the risk of oversimplification, it might be said 
that the CAP's most closely controlled by City Hall 
were disappointing, and that the ones most antagonis- 
tic were destroyed. There was a large area in between/ 
but it tended to receive little attention. For the most 
militant agencies, something like a four-stage sequence 
seems to have been followed. First, a period of organ- 
izing, with much publicity and great expectations 
everywhere. Second, the beginning of operations, with 
the onset of conflict between the agency and local gov- 
ernment institutions, with even greater publicity. Third, 
a period of counterattack from local government, not 
infrequendy accompanied by conflict and difficulties, 
including accounting troubles, within the agency itself . 
Fourth, victory for the established institutions, or at 
best, stalemate, accompanied by bitterness and charges 
of betrayal. Whatever else had occurred, the quest for 
community had failed. 

The nub of the difficulty was that the program was 
nominally designed to bring about institutional coop- 
eration, but in fact, in the words of John G. Wofford, 
staff assistant to the Deputy Director of the Commu- 
nity Action Program, the “key — and often unstated — 
objective of the Community Action Program [was] in- 
stitutional change.”^ Chazen puts it even more bluntly: 
“section 202(a)(3) . . . has been commonly inter- 
preted as a mandate for federal assistance in the 
effort to create political organizations for the poor.”^ 
Michael Harrington, whose influence among poverty 
workers was very considerable at this time, or so would 
be the impression, argued in one forum after another 
that the Economic Opportunity Act would — should- 
mean for the organization of the poor in the 1960's 
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what the Wagner Act had meant for the organization 
of the industrial workers in the 1930’s. That is to say, 
the Federal government would not do the job, but had 
made it much easier for others to do, not least by lend- 
ing its moral authority to the enterprise. These various 
objectives were incompatible and proved such. 

The drama was excruciatingly played out in Syra- 
cuse, New York. With the enactment of the antipoverty 
program, an organization originally established by the 
President’s Committee on Juvenile Delinquency was 
promptly transformed into the Syracuse Crusade For 
Opportunity and promptly undertook to serve as an 
umbrella agency in the best Ylvisaker/Hackett formu- 
lation. In a city of 222,000 inhabitants, with only 
16,000 Negroes, the Crusade began with a white 
majority on its board. Simultaneously, however, OEO 
gave a grant to Syracuse University to establish a Com- 
munity Action Training Center to experiment with new 
approaches for enabling the poor to participate in the 
management of programs such as that of the Crusade 
For Opportunity. In no time, tensions were rising. As 
one Federal official put it to a Wall Street Journal 
reporter: “The community leaders felt the University 
was training agents provocateurs — and of course, it 
was.” Systematic agitation began among the Negro 
poor, demanding that Negroes take over Crusade For 
Opportunity. Early in 1966 the white, Jewish execu- 
tive director resigned the $19,000 job and was replaced 
by a militant Negro, James Tillman, Jr., who had been 
associate director of the University’s Community Action 
Training Center. A year later, Negroes acquired a ma- 
jority on the Board itself, and a Negro board chairman 
was chosen. Crusade For Opportunity “went black.” 
It also became more and more abrasive. “How else do 
you gain power for the poor?” asked the new executive 
director. Remedial reading manuals informed their 
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Struggling ''functional illiterates”: "No ends are ac- 
complished without the use of force. . . . Squeamish- 
ness about force is the mark not of idealistic, but 
moonstruck morals.” The local NAACP charged that 
such materials were "geared to rioting,” and called for 
the resignation of the new director. Militants joined 
the chapter and packed a meeting to denounce its head 
as a "house nigger,” The turbulence steadily mounted. 

This might have been well enough had there been 
any results to show of the kind that would justify the 
abrasiveness or enable the new organization to defend 
itself when attacked. But this would seem not to be the 
case. Repeated efforts to start job training programs 
apparently came to little. The official in charge of the 
program confessed in mid-1967 that it had been "a dis- 
mal failure.” Nor were there any political payoffs for 
advocates of social change. The Republican Mayor was 
easily re-elected in 1965, not only in spite of but, in 
the view of local observers, largely because of the in- 
tense opposition, even harassment, directed against 
him by the various poverty groups. Nor does there 
appear to have been any very great deal of actual par- 
ticipation by the poor in the operation of the poverty 
agency. Those who got hold of it seem to have been 
secretive and jealous of power. And then finances 
became a scandal. To the doubtless immense satisfac- 
tion of the conservative Irish, Italian, and German 
working-class groups of the city, the Negroes turned 
put to have been running Crusade For Opportunity 
with all the cpncern for niceties of a Reconstruction 
legislature. Of some $8 million expended by mid-1967, 
about $7 million had gone for salaries. Just what the 
poor got out of it was hard to see. In July, 1967, for 
the first time ^ywhere, OEO placed the Syracuse com- 
munity action program in trusteeship. Two white and 
one Negro trustees were appointed. 
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Later that year, in the crucial November debates in 
the House of Representatives over the future of OEO, 
Rep. James M. Hanley, a Syracuse Democrat elected 
in the Johnson sweep in 1964 spoke on the floor of the 
importance of greater local government involvement in 
poverty programs. A sensible and sensitive representa- 
tive of the long (and decidedly mixed) tradition of 
Irish politics in the city, all he asked of the poverty 
program was what the PCJD and the Ford Foundation 
had promised. Speaking of Crusade for Opportunity, 
he said:® 

The Crusade did not assume the responsibility to effectively 
and efficiently manage and administer the program grants 
awarded by the OEO. But most of all, the old community ac- 
tion agency failed to mobilize all of the resources of the com- 
munity to wage an effective war on poverty. Many battles 
were fought, but few were against poverty. [My italics.] 

This was a recurrent theme of not unsympathetic ob- 
servers of big city community action programs else- 
where in the nation. In June 1965, in an article en- 
titled "More Shouting than Shooting,” Paul Weeks of 
the Los Angeles Times (June 13, 1965) described the 
situation in that city weeks before the great riot: 


Nowhere . . . has the turn in the war from fighting the 
enemy to fighting over who is going to run the war been more 
evident than in the Los Angeles area. . . . The frontal assault 
on deprivation has been reduced to sporadic fire while a 
showdown rages behind the lines over who are going to be 
the generals and who will be the privates. 

Seemingly it comes to this. Over and again, the 
attempt by oflicial and quasi-official agencies (such as 
the Ford Foundation) to organize poor communities 
led first to the radicalization of the middle-class per- 
sons who began the effort; next to a certain amount 
of stirring among the poor, but accompanied by height- 
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ened racial antagonism on the 'part of the poor if they 
happened to be black; next to retaliation from the 
larger white community; whereupon it would emerge 
that the community action agency, which had talked 
so much, been so much in the headlines, promised so 
much in the way of change in the fundamentals of 
things, was powerless. A creature of a Washington 
bureaucracy, subject to discontinuation without notice. 
Finally, much bitterness all around. Just possibly, the 
philanthropists and socially concerned intellectuals 
never took seriously enough their talk about the “power 
structure.” Certainly, they seemed repeatedly to assume 
that those who had power would let it be taken away 
a lot easier than could possibly be the case if what was 
involved was power. Dismissed from his post, sitting 
at home surrounded by African artifacts, James Till- 
man, Jr., may have spoken more truly than he knew 
in describing what had happened to him. Speaking of 
himself in the third person, he put it thus : ® 

Tillmstn happens to be a social engineer, and understands 
fear. Only real patricians can give up power easily, while 
nouveau riche resent any inroads on their authority. There 
obviously aren’t any patricians in Syracuse. 

Technically he was wrong. Decision-making in Syra- 
cuse is as diffuse a process as in most medium Amer- 
ican cities, yet to a pronounced degree events there are 
influenced by a fairly small number of men in banks 
and law firms whose names are not generally known, 
who do not run for Congress, who do not run for 
mayor. It may be that Tillman had not met them; he 
would not in that event describe them as especially 
nouveau, but neither would he have concluded they 
were patricians. They were and remain the tough 
power brokers of an American city, and they can out- 
wait a black “agent provocateur” anytime if that indi- 
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vidual is dependent on the House of Representatives 
and the General Accounting Office to stay in business. 

In a number of instances the demise of the com- 
munity action organization has been prevented by a 
transfer of leadership from political or racial militants 
to social welfare professionals. This happened at 
MFY, and also at HARYOU. But the results were not 
necessarily different as to social change, nor were the 
difficulties of simply running a large organization 
avoided. Early in 1968, Kenneth E. Marshall, speaking 
of HARYOU, charged before the Community Council 
of Greater New York that ‘'none of it worked.” Charles 
H. King, a 47-year-old social worker who had been 
appointed director of the program early in 1967, 
agreed that the indices of “social pathology” which had 
been laid out in 1964 as a measure of the social situ- 
ation were still worsening in Central Harlem. He in- 
sisted, however, and correctly, that HARYOU had 
never got the funding it anticipated. Even so, the 
question was to be asked what had it done with what 
it had got. In July 1968 the president of the HARYOU 
board, Marshall England announced that he would ask 
for a Federal investigation of the agency. The clear 
implication of his statement was that funds were being 
misused. At a 12-hour board meeting preceding his 
statement, a pistol and tear gas were discharged. 
Returning to his own office, England received a tele- 
phone call warning him to “stay out of the HARYOU 
office or youll be killed.”^ The conclusion seems un- 
avoidable : the programs were at once too big, and not 
big enough, and where Negro communities were in- 
volved, constituted a devastating form of what had 
by then come to be known as “white colonialist 
imperialism.” 

It may be that the poor are never “ready” to as- 
sume power in an advanced society: the exercise of 
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power in an effective manner is an ability acquired 
through apprenticeship and seasoning. Thrust on an 
individual or a group, the results are often painful to 
observe, and when what in fact is conveyed is not 
power, but a kind of playacting at power, the results 
can be absurd. The device of holding elections among 
the poor to choose representatives for the CAP gov- 
erning boards made the program look absurd. The 
turnouts in effect declared that the poor weren’t inter- 
ested: in Philadelphia 2.7 per cent; Los Angeles 0.7 
per cent; Boston 2.4 per cent; Cleveland 4.2 per cent; 
Kansas City, Mo. 5.0 per cent.® Smaller communities 
sometimes got larger turnouts, but never anything 
nearly approaching that of a listless off-year election. 
(If theory held the poor to be apathetic, why proceed 
as if this were not so? In the Democratic primary elec- 
tion of 1968, with the election of the first Negro Con- 
gressman from Brooklyn at issue, a mere 11,825 votes 
were cast in the 12th Congressional district, compris- 
ing the Bedford Stuyvesant area, compared to 43,940 
in the adjacent 13th district.) Once elected or chosen, 
the representatives do not seem to have been especially 
effective. Rubin, a wholly sympathetic observer, writes : 
'The Boards have been rent by endless quarrels, bom 
of a basic lack of understanding of the differentiation 
between policy-making and administrative functions.”*’ 
As Negroes grew more militant, the impression would 
be that more and more white executives were forced 
out of the programs, but this only precipitated inten- 
sive struggles for place among blacks. Community 
action salaries were often extraordinarily high in terms 
of what was otherwise available to the Negro middle 
class, and the struggle was often bitter, with all the 
accoutrement of charge, countercharge, and scandal. 
In Harlem, for example, it was the local Negro news^ 
paper that led the campaign against the executive 
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salary structure in HARYOU-ACT. Irony : patronage, 
which was the source of stability in the original ethnic 
neighborhood political organization, became a source 
of instability in the contrived organizations created to 
fill the gap left by the destruction of the real thing. 

A final verdict must be withheld. But interim ones 
are available, and by and large they have been nega- 
tive. Bayard Rustin, for example, speaks of the "bedlam 
of community action programs” and clearly suggests 
they have made organized "ghetto” political activity 
more difficult, not less. S. M. Miller and Pamela Roby, 
of the Ford Foundation, conclude that OEO, far from 
creating a constituency and bringing about institu- 
tional change, has in fact brought about little change, 
produced few supporters, and has brought on "enor- 
mous dissatisfaction,” All the result of “maximum 
feasible participation” for which “civil rights and other 
groups were not effectively organized” despite the best 
efforts of OEO.^® 

Within CAP’S the struggle for control frequently ac- 
quired bitter ideological and generation aspects. Thus 
in 1966 the executive director and three high staff 
members of the $8 million Youth in Action program in 
New York’s Bedford-Stuyvesant area resigned in fury, 
charging the board of directors with being "middle 
class oriented,” shaking the organization very consider- 
ably.^^ That Cloward and Ohlin would have hoped for 
nothing better than a middle-class oriented local board 
giving youth opportunities was a detail long since 
obscured. In a city such as New York where the poor 
are not so exclusively Negro, the potential for ethnic 
conflict for control over the CAP’s, especially within 
the framework of the election of poor representatives, 
provided plentiful opportunities for ethnic hostility. 
Negro-Puerto Rican battles raged within New York 
City’s antipoverty program. Under the administration 
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of John V. Lindsay, Mitchell Sviridoff who had headed 
the community action program in New Haven, was 
brought in to run New York's program. Ethnic conflict , 
was immediate. In 1967, Herman Badillo, the Puerto 
Rican-bom Borough President of the Bronx declared 
of the local election scheme: 

In effect, they are taking the poverty program and making 
it like a political campaign with winner take all. When you say 
that whoever gets 51 per cent is going to control the program, 
you put a premium on groups vying for control, and thats not 
going to lead to people working together. 

At his side, Percy Sutton, the Negro Borough President 
of Manhattan, nodded assent. Here is a noteworthy 
instance of two unusually gifted and successful elected 
officials working in the tradition of New York ethnic 
politics, their shared view in contrast to that of the 
professional reformer. 

Before long, ideological, generational, and ethnic 
problems were compounded by the familiar ones of 
bureaucracy. An administrative study of OEO is much 
needed, especially with respect to the degree to which 
under the banner of community control, the essential 
decisions about local affairs came increasingly to be 
made in Washington via the direct CAP-OEO line of 
communication and funding. But rigidities of the more 
familiar kind eaH made their appearance. In 1967, 
Wofford asked whether the one thousand community 
action agencies around the country were becoming a 
new bureaucracy that would “stifle change'' and have 
to be superceded. The folloyv^ing year George Nicolau, 
stepping down after running for 18 months the largest 
community action agency in the nation, declared him- 
self “a victim of that process which in the space of 
three short years created and has almost been over- 
whelmed by its own complexties and its own bureauc- 
racy."i® 
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A final irony, and in its many ramifications a fateful 
one, is that the Federal antipoverty warriors, for all 
their desperately good intentions, got precious little 
thanks. Each local conflict solved seemed to bear the 
seeds of the next one. Wofford describes the process: 
a mayor undertakes to step up a community action 
program under his own control; a pressure group, the 

* * Committee for a More Effective Community Action 
Program” is formed to demand that the poor be given 
greater participation; the Mayor forms a new commu- 
nity action agency and makes the head of the pressure 
group the executive director; the new director is de- 
nounced for having sold out to the white power struc- 
ture; the '**** Committee for an Even More Effective 
Community Action Program” is formed.’"^ 

With militancy the mark of merit and increasingly 
measured in terms of the ability to be sufficiently out- 
rageous to obtain press and television coverage — or so 
one is forced to conclude from the behavior of those 
involved — more and more the antipoverty program 
came to be associated with the kind of bad manners 
and arrogance that are more the mark of the rich than 
the poor, or perhaps more accurately, the too-common 
attributes of the radical right and left. ShriveFs ex- 
perience with the Citizens Crusade Against Poverty is 
not unrepresentative. Early on, the need for a constitu- 
ency for OEO became evident. Further, Reuther by 
1965 was more and more attracted by the possibility 
of organizing “community unions,” freeing the labor 
movement from its confines of work place and craft, 
“providing the poor with their own self-sufficient eco- 
nomic organization in their community.” With a 
$1 million pledge from the UAW, 125 organizations 
were brought together in November 1965, and the Citi- 
zens Crusade Against Poverty was founded, ostensibly 
to give OEO support, possibly to create an atmosphere 


140 



Community Action Loses 

for an organizing campaign. (Bayard Rustin’s vision of 
a coalition of labor, liberal, and civil rights forces was 
much in mind.) Boone left OEO to become executive 
director. A prestigious board was assembled, complete 
with bona fide representatives of the poor. In 1966 a 
great meeting was held in Washington. Shriver ap- 
peared, but far from receiving support, he was hooted, 
booed, jostled, and verbally attacked. The predomi- 
nantly Negro audience remained passive While a mili- 
tant minority raged at the director of OEO. “He hasn’t 
done anything for us,” cried one delegate, “Where do 
the poor have an opportunity?” “It’s just a big publicity 
deal,” shouted another. “We aren’t being heard because 
we don’t have the money.” “The poverty program is a 
laugh,” declared a mother of six from Watts. “When 
all the money is spent, the rich will get richer and I 
will still be receiving a welfare check.”^® 

Seven months later, on December 22nd, a busload 
of what the New York Times called “the vocal poor 
and their representatives” made their way to Timber- 
lawn, Shriver’s home in suburban Washington, where 
much of the antipoverty program had been planned, 
and where he and his family were gathered for the 
Christmas holidays. Carols were sung: 

Hark the Herald Angels sing 
Glory to the newborn king. 

Sing of peace forever more, 

While the poor finance the war, 

Shriver go to L.B.J. 

Tell him what the poor folk say. 

Charity begins at home. 

We want gigs to call our own. 

Young adults are on the roam 
Soon well have a war at home. 


O come all ye poor folk. 

Soulful and together 

Come ye, O come ye to Shriver’s house. 
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Come and behold him, politicians’ puppet. 
O come and let us move him, 

O come and sock it to him, 

And send him on his way to L.B.J. 


Keep the money in the kitty. 

Fa la la la la la la la la 
Let’s get down to nitty gritty 
Fa la la la la la la la la 
Put us poor folks in the cold, 

Fa la la la la la la la la 
Shriver you ain’t got no soul, 

Fa la la la la la la la la 

The painful quality about these demonstrations, and 
their counterparts in city after city across the land, is 
that at base they depended on the power of the weak : 
the power to disrupt, to embarrass, to provoke, to goad 
to punitive rage, but banking (usually) on the inhibi- 
tions, personal or collective, of those goaded. A gentle- 
man does not strike a lady. But neither does the heart 
grow fonder in consequence of the restraint imposed 
by the unequal contest that would ensue. What all this 
told the White House was that the antipoverty program 
was becoming a political liability. It patently had few 
friends among mayors, few among congressmen, and 
now with the seemingly inexorable logic of conflict 
stimulation, few among the poor. A few months after 
the episode at Timberlawn, President Johnson con- 
fided to a member of the Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare that it was hardly his favorite pro- 
gram. He need not have been so cautious : the fact was 
painfully evident throughout Washington. 

About all that can be said with confidence concern- 
ing the President’s attitude toward the antipoverty 
program is that it may be depended upon to have been 
complex. A further judgment, for which some informa- 
tion exists, is that there was to his mind a fairly clear 
distinction between the categorical programs of OEO 
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—employment for youth, loans foi: small farmers, edu- 
cation for pre-school children— concepts familiar from 
the days of the National Youth Administration of the 
New Deal, when he began his political career as a 
counterpart of the OEO antipoverty warriors of the 
1960's, and the community action programs. (A fact to 
be noted: Texas in the 1960's had the largest number 
of poor persons defined by Social Security Administra- 
tion standards, of any state in the union : 2,970,350 in 
1960.) His attitude toward community action appears 
to have been one of instant suspicion and dislike. He 
appears to have judged that it would encounter ex- 
actly the political troubles it did run into, that is to 
say that it would cause troubles for his friends rather 
than his enemies. He had no sympathy whatever for 
financing a conflict of the Democratic poor against the 
Democratic mayors of the nation, and that, repeatedly, 
is what community action brought about in simple 
consequence of both the Negro masses and most of the 
urban mayors being Democratic. In a manner of many 
persons whose lives have been involved with govern- 
ment, he appears to have been uneasy with the notion 
of turning government funds and programs over to 
nongovernmental corporations. He confided to at least 
one Senator that something of the sort was tried on 
two occasions in Texas during the New Deal and was 
quickly put a stop to by Roosevelt. In any event, it was 
the judgment of OEO officials closest to the community 
action program that in the President’s mind the ques- 
tion was settled before the program even began : he 
wanted no disruption. In meetings at his Texas ranch 
immediately following the 1964 election he made his 
position clear. 

At first it would seem the surprising thing is that 
community action marched forth to battle nonetheless. 
But this would miss the essential point : neither Shriver 
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nor anyone else at the top of the OEO command — 
including Conway — seems to have anticipated the tur- 
moil. For Shriver, the Peace Corps analogy was obvi- 
ously influential. Everyone loved the Peace Corps. For 
Conway, the example of the industrial unions was 
uppermost. The most ferocious rhetoric merely pre- 
ceded a lucrative and mutually agreeable settlement. 
As for rank and file revolt, the worst that ever hap- 
pened was a brief wildcat strike over washroom rights. 
For the rest, the Ylvisaker-Hackett concept of coordi- 
nation was uppermost, and unchallenged. This point 
is crucial: conflict may be thought of as the dynamic 
of community organization, as what leaders induce or 
followers demand once the program is mounted, but 
coordination remained the expectation of the Washing- 
ton administrators. Long after he had left the scene, 
Hackett insisted that coordination was the function of 
community action. Long after it had been seen that 
coordination is what rarely occurred, the job title of 
the Federal man in the neighborhood was — community 
coordinator. Thus in a sense, no one knew how to 
respond to the President’s concerns. 

Save the Bureau of the Budget. There, disillusion 
with the ‘‘OEO radicals,” as they came to be known in 
some circles at least of the Executive Office Building, 
was instantaneous. The Bureau had been promised co- 
ordination, and all it has seemingly got was chaos; 
ergo, cut back funds. In the second fiscal year of the 
antipoverty program, beginning July 1, 1965, commu- 
nity action received 45 per cent of the total appropri- 
ation, altogether $685 million. But by the spring of that 
year protests from city governments about the tactics 
of the new community action agencies were already 
pouring in. The issue was policymaking. Mayor Rich- 
ard J. Daley of Chicago was known to be mightily 
upset. In the correct tradition of urban. Democratic, 
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ethnic politics, the Chicago antipoverty program was 
roaring ahead, and predictably became a champion 
grabber and distributor of antipoverty funds. The party 
was looking after the people. What was not distributed, 
however, was the power to make such allocations > 
Do that and one day you wake up and there is no 
machine. Mayor Daley wanted the poor to be employed 
by the program. He wanted to make the decisions 
about it. From the point of view of the tradition of 
working class politics, his position was impeccable. 
From the point of view of the middle class liberals who 
devised and now ran the antipoverty program, it was 
sinister, evil, hateful. Inevitably, the President sided 
with the Mayor. In the spring, a group of mayors, led 
by Daley, met with Vice President Humphrey and 
voiced their concern. The Bureau of the Budget needed 
hardly to be persuaded. And thus almost at the outset 
the Executive Office of the President began to exert a 
steady pressure on OEO to keep the community action 
programs as quiet as possible, which in effect meant 
to keep the role of the poor in policymaking to a 
minimum. 

This effort first became public the following fall. 
On November 5, 1965, a front-page story appeared in 
The New York Times, stating: 

The Budget Bureau, fiscal arm of the White House, has told 
the Office of Economic Opportunity that it would prefer less 
emphasis on policy-making by the poor in planning com- 
munity projects. 

“Maximum feasible participation” by the poor in the anti- 
poverty program is called for by the law. In the bureau’s 
view, this means primarily using the poor to carry out the 
program, not to design it. 

The immediate issue was that the Bureau was holding 
back $35 million of the Title II appropriation, but the 
generalized antagonism was clear. The story, written 
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by Joseph A. Loftus, an experienced journalist, was 
clearly leaked from OEO. Towards the end, it noted 
that there were a number of cities where local govern- 
ment completely dominated the community action pro- 
gram, but that even there OEO was promulgating 
procedures whereby neighborhood groups could obtain 
money from OEO without having to go through city 
hall. Loftus noted 


This memorandum had been circulating inside the agency for 
more than a month. Then it was redrafted and distributed to 
the city antipoverty agencies. There was no accompanying an- 
nouncement here. 


The ‘*OEO radicals,” in a word, were fighting back — 
taking their story to the public; concealing their moves 
from their superiors — the familiar Washington se- 
quence. The not less familiar outcome is that the 
Bureau of the Budget wins. It can afford to wait. The 
next day, from the Texas White House, Bill D. Moyers, 
Press Secretary to the President, confirmed that the 
Bureau had indeed "raised with the Office of Economic 
Opportunity the question of the extent to which the 
poor should be involved in policy planning. But no 
advice that less participation would be advisable was 
given.”^^ 

Neither the White House, nor the Executive Office 
of the President had expected anything like the situa- 
tion then developing. Nor had the Shriver task force 
that conceived OEO. The task force had wanted to 
ensure that Southern Negroes got their share of the 
benefits, and it was responsive to the notion that the 
poor, if employed in the program, might be more 
effective in dealing with their counterparts than the 
traditional bourgeois social worker. But as Yarmolinsky 
later stated, there was no intention of getting the poor 
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*‘to think of themselves as a political force.” It did not, 
he continued, ‘"occur to us, and it didn't occur to any 
of the highly professional politicians we consulted.”^® 
It certainly did not occur to the Congress. 

In part, this can be ascribed to a cultural phenom- 
enon; the difference between the New York mind and" 
the Washington mind. Cginmunity acd^ both its 
conservative and radic al fo rmulat ions, /was a product 
of T^ew^ ^YorkT T he war^ _^.-poverty^.. w a product of 
Washington. The one deeply concerned with society, 
dfie"bth5"^ebccupied with government; the one emo-.; 
tionally no less than ideologically committed to social 
change, the other profoundly attached to the artifacts^ 
of stability and continuity; the one fascinated by racial, 
ethnic, and religious diversity; the other fiercely loyal 
to the Republic and still trying to fashion a nation out 
of a continent. It is a contrast between ideas and in- 
formation, between brilliance and endurance, between 
innovation and preservation. A contrast between the 
New York School of Social Work housed in Andrew 
Carnegie's mansion on Fifth Avenue, and the Bureau 
of the Budget ensconced in the magnificent old State, 
War, and Navy building “across the street,” as they say, 
from the White House. The difference is to be seen in 
the bookstores, the restaurants, the ferocity, even vul- 
garity, of t^he teeming cultural life of the great metrop- 
olis, as against the somehow embarrassing efforts to 
keep alive in Washington one-each, a modern art gal- 
lery, a symphony orchestra, a repertory theater. Finally 
there is the profound difference in the sense of security 
of the two cities, in the feeling of how much threat 
and demonstration can be tolerated. The civil rights 
march on Washington of August 1963 began in New 
York, in the sense that it was organized there. No one 
gave it a thought. But on the day it arrived in Wash- 
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ington the bars were closed and something between a 
third and a half of the civil service stayed home from 
work. 

This contras t between the cultural and the po litical 
ca ^tals has rarely been more acute than during the 
three vear5„, that io llowed the enactment of th e Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Act. The twin issues of the Negro 
revolution and the war in Vietnam were at the base of 
it, but also the personality of Lyndon Johnson, the first 
President to have spent his entire adult life in Wash- 
ington, the company town of the American Republic. 
Johnson, in effect, drifted into a Washington-New York 
confrontation. And he lost. His administration was 
toppled by the literary reviews, the salons, the intel- 
lectual elite (“West Side Jacobins,'' he was repeatedly 
reassured: nothing to fear), the cultural arbiters of 
New York who, during this period determined that his 
course in foreign policy was a disaster. Simultaneously, 
for reasons that may or may not be connected, the 
Negro slums of the nation erupted in violence. Des- 
perately committed to Vietnam, Johnson had no funds 
with which to respond to what was manifestly a prob- 
lem of poverty. He responded instead with commis- 
sions of enquiry of various kinds. Repeatedly his 
commissions would tell him he had to spend more, 
just as repeatedly his Secretary of the Treasury told 
him there was no money. The war went badly; vio- 
lence spread to the middle classes, the country was 
approaching instability; the President resigned. 

But not before coming to loathe and fear the forces 
that had been let loose by the antipoverty program, an 
anxiety to which a certain measure of country boy 
credulity in the White House staff — combined often 
as not with intelligence and an intense capacity for 
public service — often contributed. 

The Southern Protestant quality of the White House 
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under Johnson was nowhere more painfully evident 
than in its dealings with the political left. It was at 
once far too willing to assume that the movement had 
withered away and, intermittently, altogether too much 
alarmed at discovering this not to be the case. Thus 
in the fall of 1967, with the antipoverty program fight- 
ing for its life, some circles at least in the White House 
were taking seriously a report in BarrorCs 'National 
Business and Financial Weekly on the Third Confer- 
ence of Socialist Scholars that had recently met in 
New York City. In terms of purest hysteria, the author 
of the article, described as an '"authority on the so- 
called Left, Old and New alike,” divulged the thereto- 
fore closely held confidence that Michael Harrington 
was a socialist. Not only a socialist but, the article 
continued, in the course of an afternoon panel dis- 
cussion at the Statler Hilton Hotel, he shifted from 
the Menshevik to Bolshevik variety. This conversion 
was the work of one Stanley Aronowitz, chairman of 
Manhattan’s West Side Committee for Independent 
Political Action. Nor was Harrington’s the only secret 
to surface on the occasion. The article continues : 

Violently, Aronowitz attacked the entire Poverty Program 
except for a single aspect which he described as “a valuable 
tool” for the radical movement. "At least,” he said, "it has 
given employment to the organizers.” 

The audience burst into laughter, applause and cheers. 
■That’s right, man” called out someone from the floor. Tt 
gave our etganizers some bread.” In leftist slang, bread means 
money. 

The article is not altogether absurd. Any White 
House aide might at this point have been upset at the 
violence of the rhetoric emerging from some of the 
community action organizers. But three years earlier, 
when the program was just beginning, Charles M. 
Silberman in a speech in Washington had declared 
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that the concept of community action as a government- 
sponsored program entailed ''the bankruptcy of the 
left.” It would not work, he said; it could not. It would 
leave everyone bitter and distrustful. But the White 
House simply could not understand what he was talk- 
ing about. Bankruptcy of what left? 

If the administration was upset, Congress was 
aghast. Again, a cultural element is involved. The 
style of Congress is essentially Southern; its essence 
is to conceal power, not to flaunt it. And to flaunt 
powerlessness is a notion beyond the ken of most of 
the influential legislators. Thus the style of the com- 
munity action militants was utterly antipathetical. 
Beyond this, it posed serious political problems. The 
Democratic majority in the House, especially in its 
ranking hierarchy, consists essentially of urban liberal 
Democrats and Southern rural conservatives. Both 
were uniquely threatened by a seemingly government- 
sponsored effort to politicize the black masses of the 
Northern cities and the Southern countryside. Black- 
stone Rangers in Chicago, Child Development in Mis- 
sissippi, Black Arts Theater in Harlem, all spelled 
trouble, and for liberal and conservative alike. As 
Negro rioting grew endemic, the association between 
community action and violence also grew in the minds 
of the legislators, or so it would appear. (Of course, a 
strong case can be and was made by OEO that the 
community action agencies helped control violence, 
but in a time of troubles these relationships grow con- 
fused. ) In no time at all, the antipoverty program was 
in trouble in the Congress, and the focus of this trouble 
was community action and the provision for "maxi- 
mum feasible participation” of the poor. 

The response of the Congress, though a matter of 
intense concern to those involved with the antipoverty 
program and to those for whom it was designed, was 


7 5 0 



Community Action Loses 

fairly routine. Congress reacted much as it could 
have been expected. It moved to limit and to restrict 
the funds available to the program arid simultaneously 
to restrain the freedom of action of its administrators. 
A page-one story in The New York Times of Decem- 
ber 12, 1966 neatly encapsulates the process. The leacj 
paragraph reads : =0 

Without a word of debate, the House voted today to give the 
Office of Economic Opportunity $370 million less than it had 
authorized for the agency yesterday. 

Further down, the dispatch reports : 

Regarding funds for the antipoverty program, the Office of 
Economic Opportunity said that the House not only cut its 
funds but also cut its discretion. As a result, it said, com- 
munity action programs would have to bear the brunt of the 
money reduction. 

Describing the 1967 sequence, Sar A. Levitan put it:-^ 

If political scientists are right and the House of Representa- 
tives is a true barometer of the nation's thinking, it would seem 
that among the majority of the people there is a growing dis- 
illusionment with efforts to fight poverty. ... In November 
1967, the House expended over 400,000 words in debaite on 
the extension of the EcOhOinic Opportunity Act. It succeeded 
in emasculating some of the old programs, adding little that 
promises to be constructive. The major blow was an authoriza- 
tion for antipoverty spending of $460 million less than re- 
quested by the President. 

The antipoverty program succeeded foreign aid as 
the leading clijffhanger in the appropriation process. 
(Note in the preceding extract from the Times that 
Congress was only then, in December, appropriating 
funds for the fiscal year that had begun July 1, nearly 
six months earlier. In the interval, agencies lived at 
the level of their previous budget.) Rather like the 
foreign aid program in its earlier stages, the program 
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was repeatedly saved in the closing hours of Congress, 
and the size of the total appropriations was never 
seriously reduced. But increasingly the funds were ear- 
marked for specific activities such as Head Start or 
Neighborhood Legal Services, so that in addition to 
the program restrictions implicit in the various titles 
of the act, further limits on administrative discretion 
were imposed. Still, OEO had acquired defenders as 
well, and the process achieved a measure of equilib- 
rium. A page-one story in the Times in the early sum- 
mer of 1968 illustrates the pattern 

John W. Gardner pleaded with Congress today to lead the 
nation out of "a crisis that could tear us apart.” He wrote to 
each member ‘"on the express instruction of 38 prominent 
Americans who form the Urban Coalition Action Council,” of 
which he is chairman. 

The former Secretary of Health, Education and Welfare ap- 
pealed specifically against budget cuts for antipoverty jobs, 
housing and education. 


The Office of Economic Opportunity budget had been cut in 
committee from $2. 1-billion to $1.8-hillion and barely escaped 
a further cut of $ 100-million on the House floor. 


The Senate, on the other hand, added yesterday for the 
second time $ 75-million for summer jobs and $25-million for 
supplementary Head Start (preschool poverty) funds to 
another appropriation bill. House conferees balked at those 
items in an earlier appropriation bill, and left the bill to perish. 

The Johnson administration was repeatedly placed 
in a difficult position by these threatened budget cuts. 
In its own internal budget process it repeatedly limited 
the amount of money allocated to the antipoverty pro- 
gram because of the requirements of the Vietnam war. 
This was well enough known, so that its protests 
against further cuts were less than fully convincing. 
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At times the Budget Bureau appears to have withheld 
from OEd part even of that money appropriated to it. 
Toward the end of December 1966, Melvin R. Laird, 
chairman of the House Republican Conference and 
ranking minority member of the Health, Education and 
Welfare subcommittee of the Appropriations Commit- 
tee, publicly taunted Shriver to persuade the President 
to ask for more money for the antipoverty program, 
guaranteeing his own support if such a request was 
made. None was. 

The move to restrict the powers of the director of 
OEO and the mandate of the community action agen- 
cies began early in 1966. Significantly, the prime 
movers were liberal, urban, northern Democrats on 
the House Committee on Education and Labor, men 
of the quality of Frank Thompson, Jr. of New Jersey 
and James O'Hara of Michigan. Partly from concern 
for their own positions, which were threatened or ap- 
peared about to be by the new agencies, and partly to 
forestall worse action by more conservative members, 
a group began to meet with Powell in the early spring 
for the purpose of revising the statute. Loftus of The 
New York Times got wind of it and broke the story 
April 28, 1966: 

Leading House Democrats have agreed on amendments that 
will alter the face and character of the Great Society’s cam- 
paign against poverty. 

They are the majority of the Education and Labor Com- 
mittee. They have been meeting secretly and will be ready in 
a few days to confront the Republicans with a Democratic 
consenstis.^^^^^^^ ^ ^ ^ 

The changes are aimed straight at the Cpnimnnity Action 
Program, which Sargent Shriver last month called “the prime 
offensive weapon in the war on poverty.” 

It is one of eight major programs directed by Mr. Shriver. 
... Politically it is by far the most explosive program because 
it is the only one that requires “maximum feasible participa- 
tion” by representatives of poverty areas. ... 
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The issue of policy participation by the poor has generated 
“ugly problems of the political establishment” in the private 
language of one House Democrat who is supporting the 
changes. 

“Extremist groups have seized it as a forum for dissent,” he 
said. 

The Democrats planned to cut the size of the com- 
munity action program, limit the salary levels that 
might be paid in it, and increase the amount local 
communities would have to contribute to obtain the 
Federal matching grant, which had originally been 
90 per cent. But when the move became public, Chair- 
man Powell received enough protests to be forced to 
deny it — community action agencies could protest to 
Congress as well as to City Hall. This capacity of com- 
munity action agencies to cause trouble for urban lib- 
eral Democrats did not escape Republican notice where, 
under the influence of Melvin R. Laird, a flexible and 
alert minority opposition was developing. Nothing 
came of the Democratic plans for amending the Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Act in 1966, but a Republican pro- 
posal sponsored by Albert H. Quie of Minnesota was 
adopted requiring that the poor make up one-third of 
the boards of community action agencies! Fish in 
troubled waters. 

The Economic Opportunity Act of 1966 was signed 
on election day, by the close of which Republicans had 
gained forty-five seats in the House of Representatives, 
almost all of them from liberal Democrats. With that 
event, the Johnson administration lost the near-to- 
automatic majority for liberal programs which had 
persisted for almost three years. It was understood by 
all that the antipoverty program, which had become a 
focus of conservative opposition to the Great Society, 
was in trouble. By the turn of the year, informed opin- 
ion within the agency itself was that the battle was all 
but lost. 


r S4 



Community Action Loses 

The administration, which shared not a few of the 
conservative views on this subject, sought to keep con- 
trol of matters by itself taking the initiative. In March, 
the President sent to the Congress a special message In 
which he spoke only of a '‘strategy against poverty.'* 
The nation was fighting a war in Asia: one war was" 
enough. He asked for seven amendments to the Eco- 
nomic Opportunity Act, of which the first four applied 
directly to community action:-® 

1. To help local community action agencies define their pur- 
pose more precisely and improve their planning, auditing and 
personnel systems. 

2. To give public officials and other interested groups in the 
community voice in forming policy for community action 
agencies. 

3. To strengthen the role of the states, especially in rural 
areas. 

4. To encourage more participation by private enterprise. 

In April the administration made known more of the 
specifics it would seek, again amendments primarily 
directed to community action: Marjorie Hunter, an- 
other New York Times reporter who had followed the 
poverty issue from its outset, summarized : 

The proposed changes would bar antipoverty workers from 
partisan political activity, rule out use of Federal funds for 
“illegal picketing or demonstrations,” screen out troublemakers 
from the Job Corp, and require annual audits of all anti- 
poverty programs. 

Congressional conservatives were not appeased by 
these moves. Their desire, and increasingly the general 
expectation, was that QEQ should be abolished, with 
its more popular programs, Mch as Head Start, trans- 
ferred to established departments. Eveii Boone pro- 
posed that 6 e 6 be renamed the Office for Community 
Action Against Poverty and stripped of all its functions 
save the CAP's.-^ Shriver asserted, "The war on poverty 
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is not fought on any single, simple battlefield and it 
will not be won in a generation.”-® 

The summer rioting made matters worse, or so it 
seemed. The Newark riot was a source of considerable 
embarrassment. Although it was generally agreed that 
the United Community Corporation had not sponsored 
the demonstration in front of the Fourth Precinct 
House on July 13, following which the riot began, that 
as the director Donald F. Wendell put it, "We had 
made a decision on that Thursday morning that a dem- 
onstration was not really judicious,” neither was it 
much disputed that UCC employees had been among 
the demonstrators, or that leaflets calling for the gath- 
ering had been run off on UCC equipment. After the 
riot, the Mayor of Newark, Hugh J. Adonizzio charged 
the agency with stirring up dissent. In August, OEO 
itself tried to suspend a director of UCC who had 
urged Negroes to arm themselves against whites, but 
gave up after Shriver concluded that as an "elected 
official” he could not be removed.®^ The involvement 
of radical white students from the Students for a Dem- 
ocratic Society did not help. The subsequent outbreak 
in Detroit, with its unquestionably distinguished mayor 
and model antipoverty program, complicated matters 
all over again. What good was coming of it all? In an 
October appropriation bill, the House excluded OEO 
employees from an otherwise across-the-board Federal 
pay raise, and began the systematic fiscal harrassment 
of the OEO itself. 

And yet, as the summer wore on, the opposition to 
OEO did not much grow, while support for it did. OEO 
itself promoted a fair amount of this support. In the 
community action agencies it possessed, in effect, local 
lobbies in strategic locations throughout the country. 
But also, the war on poverty had won supporters on 
its merits, especially those of the special purpose activ- 
ities such as Head Start. In response to an early enquiry 
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by Carl D. Perkins, who had succeeded Powell as chair- 
man of the House Committee on Education and Labor, 
big and small city mayors alike were hostile to the 
CAP’S. But then second thoughts seemed to take hold 
and a fundamental fact emerged: community action 
agencies appear to have found their way into the sys- 
tem of local government in many, at least, of the 
nation’s cities. If they were abolished the mayors would 
have to find something to replace them— a familiar 
situation once a federal program gets established. The 
primary function of the CAP’s being to reach the now 
hostile and threatening minority populations, it ap- 
peared increasingly foolish to tamper. Besides which, 
OEO maintained a fairly steady flow of money into 
local enterprises. Evidently an adaptive process had 
been at work. With the full support of the White House 
and the sufficient compliance of OEO/mayors— Demo- 
crats and Republicans alike — had been learning to live 
with the CAP’S, finding ways to make use of them, to 
incorporate them into the structure of civic govern- 
ance. Of a sudden they realized it might be difficult to 
live without them, especially in administering the host 
of neighborhood programs that OEO had invented. 

The attitude of Rep. Phillip M. Landrum at this time 
suggests the degree to which the antipoverty program; 
and even community action had acquired a quality of 
‘‘normalcy.” In an interview in October 1967 Landrum 
offered his judgment that there had been instances 
where community action agencies had “gone off in 
directions that are just simply not good for our form 
of government.” He allowed that things looked suspi- 
cipus in Newark, that he had heard of a Husband and 
wife on one community action team who had been 
“closely connected with the Communist Party, and are 
how associated with an organization somewhat alien 
to our principles,” he thought it fairly ridiculous that 
one CAP had purchased telescopic sights for high- 
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powered rifles ‘‘and gave the excuse that they were 
going to be used for microscopes. He felt there would 
have to be “sharp revisions in the law'' and some 
“dramatic shakeups" in personnel. Nonetheless, all 
that this came down to was a judgment that “we must 
find some way to have elected officials participate in 
order to give the public an avenue to get at the things 
which are wrong."-® 

The result was that OEO and community action sur- 
vived. Again it was a cliffhanger — the Economic Act 
of 1967 was signed December 23 — but this time delay 
had been rather a matter of policy. Perkins, a skilled 
and responsible legislator, kept putting off a showdown 
in the House, and in the end proved right. Community 
action was the issue. The key move was an amendment 
submitted by Rep. Edith Green which provided that 
local governments would have the option of bringing 
their community action agency under official control, 
always providing that a third of the representatives on 
its board be poor, and with bypass powers available to 
the director. Charles E. Goodell, an active and in- 
formed Republican member of the Committee oh Edu- 
cation and Labor, made the tactical error of taunting 
the Democrats for their “bosses and boll weevil amend- 
ment," referring to the scarcely concealed intent of the 
move to enable the established political powers of the 
Southern countryside and the Northern cities to take 
control of community action. United in their sense of 
having been insulted, the Democratic majority be- 
stirred itself and in a rush of activity adopted the 
amendment, authorized a two-year extension of the 
Economic Opportunity Act, thus relieving it of the 
annual ordeal of the Aid Program, and even increased 
its appropriation to $1,773 billion. 

- The war on poverty was no longer the dernier cri 
among the bright young people of Washington, the 
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future of OEO remained in doubt, but the antipoverty 
program and the antipoverty posture of the American 
national government had begun to acquire aspects of 
permanency. Six months later, Joseph A. Califano, Jr., 
Special Assistant to President Johnson, reported that 
of 898 community action agencies whose courses had 
been determined since the Green amendment was 
enacted, only 48 had been taken over by City Hall, 
It began to appear that community action had sur- 
vived; a new institution of sorts had been added to the 
system of American local government. 

The extent of the change that took place in, roughly, 
the decade between the conception of Mobilization for 
Youth and the enactment of the Economic Opportunity 
Act of 1967 can be gathered from the position taken 
in Republican Papers, a volume edited by the redoubt- 
able Melvin H. Laird, which appeared in the summer 
of 1968. In it, Charles E. Goodell and Albert H. Quie, 
who had been waiting for Shriver when he appeared 
with the first draft legislation on March 16, 1964, 
describe "The Republican Opportunity Crusade As An 
Alternative to the Anti-Poverty Program”; they begin 
with a statement of their "basic approach” 

^ The key to success of any national poverty program lies in 
finding the proper role of the federal government in the 
sophisticated society of the late twentieth century. Govern- 
ment programs must incorporate certain basic tenets : 

1. The poor themselves must be energized through participa- 
tion in planning, policy formulation and program implementa- 
tion; 

2. The total community with all its constituent resources 
must be mobilized; 

3. The effort of all levels of government must be supple- 
inentary to this independent action. 

The Economic Opportunity Act proposed in 1964 by Presi- 
dent Johnson touched around the edges of these concepts but 
failed to incorporate them clearly and provide for their effec- 
tive implementation. 
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What Goodell and Quie in effect declare is that the 
position of the "OEO radicals” on “maximum feasible 
participation” was the correct one, and that the work 
of the Shriver task force was flawed to the extent that 
it did not comprehend and embrace the full implica- 
tions of that term! (The much-abused Yarmolinsky is 
cited to the effect that the Shriver task force saw the 
poor as working in the program, not as running it. ) 
What is more, the Republican representatives continue, 
“By 1966 a Democratic coalition of Southern governors 
and big city machines had formed [which] . . . sought 
increasing control by local community action boards.” 
Republicans fought back on behalf of the poor, but to 
no avail beyond the Quie amendment. The Democratic 
majority had its ruthless way. “Fueled by local political 
reaction, their drive culminated in regressive curtail- 
ment of community action in the 1967 law.” Nonethe- 
less these young, gifted, Republican politicians, in 
their program and their vocabulary — “opportunity,” 
“mobilization,” “coordination,” — had become true 
converts. 

There is more to this than merely the exploitation 
of division and hypocrisy among Democrats. As in the 
writings of Nisbet and Goodman, so also in the politics 
of conservative Republicans and radical reformers: a 
certain coming together in opposition to, in distaste 
for, bigness, impersonality, bureaucratized benevo- 
lence, prescribed surveillance. 

Not surprisingly, it was to precisely this problem 
that Gunnar Myrdal, in ways the most objective and 
hopeful of contemporary observers of American insti- 
tutions, pointed in the Storrs Lectures at the Yale Law 
School in 1958, roughly midpoint between The Quest 
for Community and the Quie amendment. In a section 
entitled “The Quest for Democratic Participation” Myr- 
dal suggested that the vitality of the institutions of a 
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welfare state depended on continued popular partici- 
pation in their management and direction but that, 
paradoxically, the high degree of “created harmony** 
of interests which such polities attain has the effect of 
diminishing the impulse to such involvement. No prob- 
lem without a solution: he called for government to do 
something about it. “The Welfare Stam^ wrote, 
“has to devote continual vigilance to the building up 
and preservation of its human basis.** (A similar view' 
was stated in 1965 by Henry C. Hart in a paper en- 
titled “The Dawn of Community-Deling Federalism.**. 
He argued that the chief initiative and energy for such 
an effort would henceforth be coming from Washing- 
ton.^®) Analyzing the “special case of the United States,** 
where democratic participation at all levels of govern- 
ment, as he saw it, was still far from satisfactory, per- 
haps least so of any of the Western democracies, 
Myrdal unerringly pointed his finger to the fact of 
ethnic diversity. “In spite of the very rapid advances 
made towards national integration, heterogenous ele- 
ments still linger everywhere in the population, and 
with the remnants of separatistic allegiances.**®^ With 
the rise of black nationalism in the 1960*s ethnic hos- 
tilities assumed a singular intensity in the United 
States, and it may have seemed the quest for commu- 
nity was getting nowhere. Yet in one sense the Negro 
population could seem as evolving towards member- 
ship in the large national community via a stage of 
%hnic “separatistic allegiances.** 

In that sense, the community action programs of the 
war on poverty, with their singular emphasis on “max- 
imum feasible participation** of the poor themselves 
comprise far the most notable effort to date to mount 
a systematic social response to this problem. As the 
work of social scientists and professional reformers, 
it must stand as a perceptive and timely initiative. 


1 a 1 



Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding 

Perceptive for having got close to what would seem 
the heart of the matter; timely for having done so just 
a bit in advance of, but essentially in phase with, the 
emergence of much the same perception on the part 
of the public in general. A decade after Myrdal, 
James Q, Wilson, then emerging as one of the leading 
political scientists of the nation, reported on a research 
project conducted with his colleague and frequent col- 
laborator Edward C. Banfield, which had sought to 
discover the terms in which urban residents perceived 
the “urban crisis’" as it was uniformly designated at 
the time. A poll was taken among a sample of over 
one thousand Boston homeowners. The results were 
emphatic 

The "conventional” urban problems — housing, transportation, 
pollution, urban renewal, and the like — were a major concern 
of only 18 per cent of those questioned, and these were ex- 
pressed disproportionately by the wealthier, better-educated 
respondents. Only 9 per cent mentioned jobs and employment, 
even though many of those interviewed had incomes at or 
even below what is often regarded as the poverty level. The 
issue which concerned more respondents than any other was 
variously stated — crime, violence, rebellious youth, racial ten- 
sion, public immorality, delinquency. However stated, the com- 
mon theme seemed to be a concern for improper behavior in 
public places. 

For some white respondents this was no doubt a covert way 
of indicating anti-Negro feelings. But it was not primarily that, 
for these same forms of impropriety were mentioned more 
often than other problems by Negro respondents as well. And 
among the whites, those who indicated, in answer to another 
question, that they felt the government ought to do more to 
help Negroes were just as likely to mention impropriety as 
those who felt the government had already done too much. 

. . . What these concerns have in common, and thus what 
constitutes the “urban problem” for a large percentage (per- 
haps a majority) of urban citizens, is a sense of the failure 
of community. 

Such information provides a direct clue to the difficul- 
ties encountered by the community action programs 
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sponsored by OEO. Their tactics, when they became 
disruptive were presutnably seen by the rest of the 
urban population as signs of the further deterioration 
of the community as a whole. What may or may not 
have been therapeutic for the poor was evidence to the 
nonpoor that the community was sicker than ever. 
This raises two further possibilities. Was the manage- 
ment of the program placed too much in the hands of 
young idealists suffused with what Norman Mailer 
terms the “middle-class lust for apocalypse” and al- 
together too little sensitive to the desire for order and 
respectable behavior by the great mass of the people 
who are simply neither rich nor poor? This was a time 
when the children of the more affluent middle class 
were going to considerable efforts to reject their heri- 
tage of liberalism and “nice things.” A time when more 
than one prominent family could claim to have simul- 
taneously one child in Haight-Ashbury and another in 
Bedford-Stuyvesant. On the other hand is this ever to 
be avoided? A related, and again unanswered question 
is whether the poor are ever to be politicized save in 
terms of conflict and fear and the creation of hate 
objects. Social science research has for decades estab- 
lished the high correlation between social class and the 
level of social participation: high high, low-low. It may 
be that participation is more an effect than a cause, 
and that until there have been fundamental economic 
changes in the life of poor populations, these other 
qualities can only be achieved at the great costs in 
civility which Alinsky, nothing if not unflinching in his 
consistency and honesty, has repeatedly avowed. On 
the other hand, it would be a culture-bound absurdity 
to reject the possibility of evoking gallant and sus- 
tained public-regarding responses from the most de- 
prived sectors of the population. The Left has much to 
answer for in American life, and not least for having 
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brought about a too ready rejection by men of the cen- 
ter of any assertion of proletarian cohesion and pur- 
pose. We have it from Oscar Lewis that Castro's Cuba 
solved the problem of juvenile delinquency by giving 
machine guns to its delinquents. Were the telescopic 
sights and mimeograph machines of the community 
action programs so very different? Whatever the case 
with each of these matters, the one compelling con- 
clusion is that at no time were they sufficiently con- 
sidered by the officials of the Federal government 
responsible for the program. 

In his small book, The Impact of the Social Sciences^ 
Kenneth G. Boulding speaks of the emergent style of 
social self-awareness:^^ 

This movement of the social system into selfconsciousness 
is perhaps one of the most significant phenomena in our time, 
and it represents a very fundamental break with the past, as 
did the development of personal self-consciousness many 
millennia earlier. 

Few more concrete instances of this slow transforma- 
tion will be found in contemporary American govern- 
ment and politics than the emergence of the issue of 
participation, and it is almost wholly the work of social 
scientists and professional reformers. 

It is also, of course, a flawed work. As much as its 
proponents can be said to have seized their oppor- 
tunity, it may come to be judged that they also spoiled 
it. Their program survived, but only just, and it re- 
mains to be seen how much and for how long partici- 
pation of the poor is truly tried. It remains to be seen 
whether it can do what is promised for it, just as we 
may discover to our sorrow that “participatory democ- 
racy” can mean the end of both participation and 
democracy. But the spirit of the times will not be 
stayed: these are the issues of this moment. 
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CHAPTER EWnT 

SOCIAL 

SCIENCE 

AND 

SOCIAL POLICY 


The object of this essay has been to chronicle in brief 
the introduction of a social science idea into a govern- 
ment program. That this was a not untroubled experi- 
ence has hopefully been demonstrated. Yet different 
persons will likely reach quite disparate judgments as 
to what, even at this early date, can be learned. It may 
be hoped that when the essential facts of the experi- 
ence ^e M available, a more rigorous effort at 
judgment will be made. But it is to be doubted that 
it will. Or at least it would be unusual, as this kmd of 
analysis does not attract a great deal of scholarly 
energy. (In the early planning of the Youth Employ- 
ment Act, the main provisions of which became the 
Job Corps and the Neighborhood Youth Corps, the De- 
partment of Labor library searched in vain for a decent 
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account of the great Civilian Conservation Corps of the 
New Deal.) Hence there may be some justification at 
this point in drawing such conclusions as can sustain 
the weight of such evidence as is available. 

The first judgment, then, must be that during these 
years in Washington a good many men in the anti- 
poverty program, in and about the Executive Office of 
the President, and in the Congress, men of whom the 
nation had a right to expect better, did inexcusably 
sloppy work. If administrators and politicians are 
going to play God with other persons’ lives (and still 
other persons’ money), they ought at least to get clear 
what the divine intention is to be. 

The essential problem with community action was 
that the one term concealed at least four quite distinct 
meanings: organizing the power structure, as in the 
Ford Foundation programs of Paul Ylvisaker; expand- 
ing the power structure, as in the delinquency program 
of Cloward and Ohlin; confronting the power struc- 
ture, as in the Industrial Areas Foundation program of 
Saul Alinsky; and finally, assisting the power structure, 
as in the Peace Corps of Sargent Shriver. The task of 
government, in this case of the President’s advisors, 
was first to discern these four different meanings, to 
make sure they were understood by those who had to 
make decisions about them, and to keep all concerned 
alert to the dangers of not keeping the distinctions 
clearly enough in mind. Which is not to say that policy 
had to choose between the various approaches: govern- 
ment no less than life is suffused with ambiguities and 
internal contradictions. But to be surmounted they 
must be perceived. And there were warnings. At a con- 
ference on Community Development held in San Juan 
in December 1964, while there was still time, the 
British social scientist Peter Marris outlined the con- 
tradictions between three of these views of community 
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action. He proposed not to exclude any. He proposed 
that there be established in each community two or- 
ganizations : one, close to city hall, for the purpose of 
studying and analyzing the local social structure, an- 
other for organizing the poor to bring their own 
strength to the bargaining table. It was abundant good 
sense, but ignored.^ 

Just possibly one reason is that the key decisions in | 
the White House and the Executive Office of the Presi- ^ 
dent were made by lawyers and economists. None was 
especially familiar with the social science theory on, 
which the various positions were based and, if an im- 
pression may be permitted, few were temperamentally { 
attuned to the frame of mind of the reformers. Very f 
possibly, a matter of prof essional style is involved here, f 
William C. Mitchell has noted that 'The political soci-"^' 
ologist tends to view a political system as a place of 
struggle for power or influence, while the economist 
tends to see it as an essentially cooperative division of 
labor within which various forms and degrees of com- » 
petition may take place for the various roles and 
rewards that constitute the system,”- Order and effi- 
ciency are the passions of lawyers and economists, and 
properly so. It may be that the presence is needed in 
the Executive Office BuiM^ of persons trained to 
Other disciplines who can more readily give credence 
to the thought that there are those who with even 
greater passion seek disorder and destruction. 

But this risks the tendentious: it was not social sci- 
ence competence that was missing in the conception 
and management of this program; it was intellect. By 
and large the political actors come off best. Their sen- 
sibilities quickly alerted them to the probability that 
the community action activists would cause more 
trouble thap could be contained. Unfortunately, there 
was ho creative political response forthcoming once 
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this had actually begun to occur. The poorest perform- 
ance was that of the high-level staff aides, some nomi- 
nally political, some nominally in the career service, 
but far more like one another than otherwise, who 
busied themselves with the details of community 
action but never took time to inform themselves, much 
less their superiors, that the government did not know 
what it was doing. 

This is the essential fact: The government did not 
know what it was doing. It had a theory. Or, rather, a 
set of theories. Nothing more. The U. S. Government 
at this time was no more in possession of confident 
knowledge as to how to prevent delinquency, cure 
anomie, or overcome that midmorning sense of power- 
lessness, than was it the possessor of a dependable 
formula for motivating Vietnamese villagers to fight 
Communism. At any time from 1961 to 1964 an after- 
noon of library research would have established that 
the Cloward-Ohlin thesis of opportunity structure, 
though eminently respectable, was nonetheless rather 
a minority position, with the bulk of delinquency the- 
ory pointed in quite a different direction. Nor would 
it have been necessary to have spent an afternoon to 
ascertain this not unimportant fact. Ohlin would have 
been pleased to make it explicit in the course of half 
an hour’s conversation. Two practical considerations 
would have emerged from such a revelation. First, 
that most theorists in the field, because of their em- 
phasis on early family socialization, would be much 
less optimistic concerning rapid social change than 
were Cloward and Ohlin and their supporters. Much 
the same would be said of the Ford Foundation theory 
of institutional gymnastics: nothing seems to move 
that rapidly, at least in the view of most students of 
organizational behavior. Second, the divergence of the 
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various theories was such that what would serve to 
cure in the one case would exacerbate in the other. 
A big bet was being made. No responsible persons had 
any business acting as if it were a sure thing. 

In the work of Walter B. Miller, a comprehensive 
critique of the opportunity theory was to be found even 
before Delinquency and Opportunity appeared. In 
1958, Miller reported the findings of a three-year study 
in a paper entitled, “Lower Class Culture as a Gen- 
erating Milieu of Gang Delinquency.” Miller’s assertion 
— derived from meticulous field research — was that 
deviant behavior of delinquent youth was deviant only 
in the eye of the middle-class beholder, whereas for 
the young men involved, it was logical, utilitarian, 
everyday behavior, normal to a lower-class community.® 

In case of “gang” delinquency, the cultural system which ex- 
erts the most direct influence on behavior is that of the lower 
class community itself — a long-established, distinctively pat- 
terned tradition With an intergrity of its own-^rather than a 
so-called “delinquent subculture’" which has arisen through 
conflict with middle class culture and is oriented to the de- 
liberate violation of middle class norms. 

He defined the “hard core” lower-class group primarily 
by its use of “female-based” households as childrearing 
units, and “serial-rnqnogamy” as the basic childrearing 
unit. He explained the toughness of the young men, 
“the almost obsessive lower class concei'P '^hh 
culinity,’” as an adolescent device for acquiring male 
sexual identity in a female-based hpusehold. in- 
sisted that the economy noeds a lower class to provide 
low-skilled workers, and in effect maintains one for 
that purpose. He sensed that a settling down phase had 
begun. ^ 

There is emerging a relatively homogeneous and stabilized 
native-American lower class culture; however, in many coiW- 
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munities the process of fusion is as yet in its earlier phases, 
and evidences of the original ethnic or locality culture are still 
strong. 

The essence of his position was that tastes differ, that 
lower class culture had a validity and integrity of its 
own and that, by implication, middle-class reformers 
should mind their own business. 

Obviously Miller would not do. If middle-class re- 
formers ceased to mind other people’s business they 
would cease to be reformers. Their own opportunity 
structure would be artificially restricted; all manner of 
deviant behavior could be expected thereafter. How- 
soever scientifically sound. Miller appeared to be polit- 
ically conservative, and therefore, one is led to suspect, 
did not meet the needs of the private agenda of the 
middle-class reformers, namely, to prove a case against 
middle-class society. Years earlier, Joseph Schumpeter 
had argued that the great weakness of capitalism was 
in its inability to win the support of intellectuals. 
(Why is it totalitarian societies seem able to do so: 
or has this been only a twentieth century aberration? ) 
Miller’s formulations profoundly influenced sociological 
research during the early 1960’s but were utterly ex- 
cluded from influence on public policy. 

In a thoughtful survey of sociological interpretations 
of delinquency, published in 1961, David J. Bordua 
provides both a critique of Cloward and Ohlin, and 
simultaneously suggests why the theory was so well 
adapted to liberal politics. He begins by describing the 
“classical” view of Frederick M. Thrasher, whose book 
The Gang appeared in 1927 : 

The ecological processes which determine the structure of the 
city create the interstitial area characterized by a variety of 
indices of conflict, disorganization, weak family and neighbor- 
hood controls, and so on. In these interstitial areas, in response 
to universal childhood needs, spontaneous play groups develop. 
Because of the relatively uncontrolled nature of these groups — 
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or many of them at least— and because of the presence of many 
attractive and exciting opportunities for fun and adventure, 
these groups engage in a variety of activities, legal and illegal, 
which are determined, defined, and directed by the play group 
itself rather than by conventional adult supervision. 

In Delinquent Boys: The Culture of the Gang, pub- 
lished in 1955, Albert K. Cohen took the quite different 
view that the lower-class youth acted as they did in 
order to restore the self-esteem that had been savaged 
by middle-class-dominated institutions, which con- 
stantly set them goals and standards they could not 
meet:® 

The bulk of his basic viewpoint is the attempted demonstra- 
tion that the common problem of adjustment of the lower 
class gang boys who are the carriers of the delinquent sub- 
culture derives from their socialization in lower class families 
and their consequent lack of preparation to function success- 
fully in middle class institutions such as the schools. 

The ‘'middle-class measuring rod” was nonetheless ap- 
plied to them; they would have to compete in a 
“democratic status universe” in which every boy could 
grow up to be President. To ease their own sense of 
failure in this universe, the lower-class youth set up 
their own “counterculture,” which denies the validity 
of the middle-class measuring rod and sets up kind of 
an antinomianism among the select few of the Henry 
Street Gents, or whomever. To Cohen it looked like 
pointless, destructive, unavailing conduct. 

bloward and Ohlin rejected both Cohen and Miller, 
(The latter, as Bordua notes, is surprisingly reminis- 
cent of Thrasher in his sense of the ecological basis of 
the behayipr under discussion.) Where Cohen held 
that the delinquents accepted the judgment of the 
larger society, but devised means to avoid having to 
face those judgments. Cloward and Ohlin held that, to 
the contrary, “the delinquent norm systems are gen- 
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erated by boys who have already determined that their 
failures, actual or impending, are the fault of the 
larger social order.” For what Bordua sees as ‘'over- 
whelmingly polemical reasons,” but which could just 
as easily relate to the private agendas of the authors, 
they are forced in the position of claiming that the 
delinquents’ sense of injustice “must be objectively cor- 
rect.” Bordua finds this to be a serious failing.^ 

First, Cloward and Ohlin seem to be confusing the justifica- 
tory function of delinquent subcultures with their causation. 
All of these beliefs on the part of gang delinquents have been 
repeatedly reported in the literature, but, by the very argu- 
ment o£ Delinquency and Opportunity, it is impossible to tell 
whether they constitute compensatory ideology or descriptions 
of objective reality. 

Second, Cloward and Ohlin seem to be victims of their very 
general tendency to ignore the life histories of their delin- 
quents, Thus, there is no way of knowing really what these 
subcultural beliefs may reflect in the experience of the boys. 
Third, and closely related to the ignoring of life history ma- 
terial, is the problem of assessing the degree to which these 
gang boys are in fact prepared to meet the formal criteria for 
success. To say that they are intelligent, strong, and agile is 
to parody the criteria for advancement. Perhaps Cohen would 
point out that intelligent, agile, strong boys who begin the 
first grade using foul language, fighting among themselves, 
and using the school property as arts and crafts materials 
do not meet the criteria for advancement. 

It is quite true that members of highly sophisticated de- 
linquent gangs often find themselves blocked from whatever 
occupational opportunities there are, but this seems, often, the 
end product of a long history of their progressively cutting 
off opportunity and destroying their own capacities which may 
begin in the lower class family, as described by either Cohen or 
Miller, and continue through school failure and similar events. 
By the age of eighteen, many gang boys are, for all practical 
purposes, unemployable or need the support, instruction, and 
sponsorship of trained street-gang workers. Participation in 
gang delinquency in itself diminished the fitness of many boys 
for effective functioning in the conventional world. 

If, indeed, Cloward and Ohlin mean to include the more 
attitudinal and characterological criteria for advancement, 
then it seems highly unlikely that any large number of boys 
trained and prepared to meet these demands of the occupa- 
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tional world could Interpret failure exclusivley in terms which, 
blame the system. They would have been too well socialized, 
and, if they did form a delinquent subculture, it would have 
to perform the psychological function of mitigating the sense 
of internal blame. This, of course, would make them look 
much like Cohen’s boys. 

In short, Cloward and Ohlin run the risk of confusing 
justification and causation and of equating the end with 
the beginning. 

The most telling of Bordua’s observations of Cloward^ 
and Ohlin is that their book contains only two refer- 
ences to the subject of family : one to say that it no 
longer conducts occupational training, the other to 
criticize Miller’s views of the effects of female j 3ased 
households. The delinquents described by other au- 
thors seemed to have had childhoods; they grew to be 
the way they were. Xloward and Ohlin’s delinquents 
seem suddenly to appear on the scene sometime in 
adolescence, to look at the world, and to discover, 
'Man, there’s no opportunity in my structure.’” Thus 
Bordua suggests that the Cloward and Ohlin position 
is best as a theory of "the origins of Miller’s lower-class 
culture.” Each generation goes through the same proc- 
ess of not meeting and not solving the problems of 
class structure barriers to opportunity. "This is why 
reform efforts can be so slow to succeed ” 

Could It not also, however, explain the peculiar at- 
traction of the opportunity theory for reformers? It 
sweated earnestness, reeked of self-improvement. Could 
it be that where the Jewish scholars Cohen and Miller 
watched the antics of the goyim with wonder and de- 
tachment, the Protestants Cloward and Ohlin, suffer- 
ing servants of the Lord, had to perceive in the whole 
miserable business the morally autonomous indiyidual 
struggling for salvation? Hg-mayvin yavin. Bordua con- 
cludes his critique on a not entirely different note:® 

All in all, though, it does not seem like much fun any more 
to be a gang delinquent. Thrasher’s boys enjoyed themselves 
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being chased by the police, shooting dice, skipping school, roll- 
ing drunks. It was fun. Miller’s boys do have a little fun, with 
their excitement focal concern, but it seems so desperate some- 
how. Cohen’s boys and Cloward and Ohlin’s boys are driven 
by grim economic and psychic necessity into rebellion. It seems 
peculiar that modern analysts have stopped assuming that 
“evil” can be fun and see gang delinquency as arising only 
when boys are driven away from “good.” 

Not wholly. Analysts of great distinction, such as 
David Matza and Gresham M. Sykes, were willing at 
this time to describe delinquents in terms altogether 
reminiscent of those in which earlier ages depicted 
"bad” boys who need caning. They posit, for example, 
the process of "neutralization” whereby delinquents pro- 
ject blame on outside forces for propelling them into 
action or deny that any harm resulted from their acts. 
But if Miller would not do, certainly neither would 
Matza or Sykes. 

Nor yet John H. Rohrer and Munro S. Edmonson. 
In their study The Eighth Generation Grows Up, a 
1960 follow-up of Davis and Dollard’s classic Children 
of Bondage, which appeared in 1940, Rohrer and Ed- 
monson take the unequivocal position that the sources 
of gang delinquency lie in the early socialization of 
male children in a lower-class matriarchal home:® 

The matriarchs make no bones about their preference for little 
girls, and while they often manifest real affection for their 
boy children, they are clearly convinced that all little boys 
must inexorably and deplorably become men, with all the 
pathologies of that sex. The matriarchal mother usually pro- 
jects the blame for this result on the bad boys that lead her 
own little angel astray, and not infrequently attempts to 
counteract such influences with harsh if erratic punishments, 
but these frequently mask her own unconscious expectations 
of her son, and may do a great deal toward shaping him in the 
image of men she knows and approves or fears and represses. 
Whether the child actually contacts these men or not, such 
personifications have profound implications for his developing 
personality, especially in the first years of life. Whatever the 
influence of these aspects of the matriarchal climate, boys can- 
hot learn to be men in a manless family, and we may assert 
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unequivocally that this learning is institutionalized in the gang 
for most Negro boys of the lower class, , , . 

Thus an organizational form that springs from the little 
boy’s search for a masculinity he cannot find at home be- 
comes first a protest against femininity and then an assertipn 
of hypervirility. On the way it acquires a structuring in which 
the aspirations and goals of the matriarchy or the middle 
class are seen as soft, effeminate, and despicable. The gang 
ideology of masculine independence is formed from these 
perceptions, and the gang then sees its common enemy not as 
a class, nor even perhaps as a sex, but as the “feminine prin- 
ciple” in society. The gang member rejects this femininity in 
every form, and he sees it in women and in effeminate men, 
in laws and morals and religion, in schools and occupational 
striving. 

Hypotheses: some developed very close to the sub- 
ject at issue, others at some remove, all intelligent, 
well argued, well intended, but at very most only a ten- 
tative grasp on a fantastically elusive reality. Why 
then, it will be asked, did the social scientists involved 
in these events not insist on the limits of their knowl- 
edge and methodology. The answer would seem to lie 
in part in the essentially dual nature of the American 
social scientist. He is an objective /‘seeker after truth// 
But he is also very likely to be a passionate partisan of 
social justice and social change to bring it about. 
Herman Kahn has described the United 
white, Anglo-Saxon, Protestant, middle class, Christian- 
Fundamentalist country run by a coalition of minori- 
ties, which these terms do not descHbe.”^*^ By and large, 
social scientists would seem to have much more in 
common with those minorities than otherwise. Indeed 
increasingly they are not only personally drawn from 
them, in an ethnic and cultural sense, but make up a 
minority in their own right. During the 1960"s, in par- 
ticular, they have had quite extraordinary access to 
power. And they have used this access in considerable 
measure to promote social change in directions they 
deem necessary and desirable. 

Noting the rise of the ideology of “participation” and 

177 



Maximum Feasible Misunderstanding 

'‘social conflict,” major themes in community action as 
it worked in practice, Irving Kristol observes that al- 
though its origins are complex, "obviously, it had more 
to do with an initial animus against the status quo 
than with any ripe sagacity about the difficulties of 
public administration in a large democracy.”^^ This 
may be no more than to state that social scientists tend 
to be politically liberal or left, especially when they are 
young. Economists would seem to be rather an excep- 
tion to this : as the discipline gets "softer,” the radical- 
ism grows more pronounced. Doubtless for the great 
bulk of sociologists and the like "extremism” takes no 
more extraordinary form than believing in civil rights 
for Negroes, but there is a gloss to these attitudes that 
in the circumstances of the 1960's would seem to have 
had enormous consequences. Social scientists love poor 
people. They also get along fine with rich people. (Not 
a few are wealthy themselves, or married to heiresses. 
In any event, in the 1960's, persons of great wealth 
have been a major source of support not only for social 
science research, but for radical political activity.) 
But, alas, they do not have much time for the people 
in between. 

In particular, they would appear to have but little 
sympathy with the desire for order, and anxiety about 
change, that are commonly enough encountered among 
working-class and lower middle-class persons. The im- 
portance of Wilson’s findings, cited earlier, is hardly 
to be overestimated. In the 1960’s, the typical urban 
resident was himself growing more and more con- 
cerned about a "failure of community.” But conceived 
not in the abstractions of a conservative philosopher 
such as Nisbet or an existential anarchist such as 
Goodman, but perceived in the same terms as the 
cop-on-the-beat : disorder. For whatever reasons, fun- 
damental or transitory, justified or unjustified, "other” 
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people did not seem to be behaving properly any longer, 
and the “typicar American grew more and more upset. 
During the 1960’s, for the first time in the history of 
public opinion surveys, crime emerged as the principal 
issue of domestic concern. 

The reaction among many of the more activist social 
scientists (obviously this risks labelling a vast number 
of persons from a smallish number of incidents) was 
not to be appalled by disorder, but almost to welcome it. 
How grand to live in interesting times! This began in 
earnest with the Negro riot in Watts in 1965, which 
was promptly declared not to have been a riot at all, 
but rather a revolt, an uprising, a manifesto, any term 
that suggested that the masses were on the move. For 
that love affair is still unrequited. Earlier, Midge Decter 
observed that the whole MFY enterprise reeked of the 
notion of the proletariat. This was especially to be 
seen in MFTs insistence that the ‘Tear leaders of the 
people would not be the ostensible ones, that behind 
the institutional facade of political party committee- 
men, locality "mayors,” vice lords, and parish priests, 
there was to be found an echelon of uncorrupted men 
who, given opportunity, would assume leadership and 
. . . what? Change the world.^- 

The presumption of superior empathy with the prob- 
lems of the outcast is surely a characteristic, and a 
failing, of this liberal mindset. Thus in an otherwise 
helpful abstract on the "maximum feasible participa- 
tion” clause Lillian Rubin writes that many of those 
involved in drafting the legislation seemed not to have 
understopd its full meaning. 

A lifetime spent in an atmosphere dominated by racism 
and the casew^ of modem rehabilitation philoso- 

phy infects even the most sophisticated and sympathetic. It 
is difficult indeed to fully penetrate the stereotype — to envision 
and comprehend a poor man grasping abstract concepts of 
participation, a Negro asserting his manhood. 
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In illustration she cites a communication from James 
N. Adler, a young lawyer who worked with the Shriver 
task force. 

I had never really conceived [he writes] that it (participation) 
would mean control by the poor of the community action 
represented on the community action organization but that 
organization itself. ... I expected that the poor would be 
such representation something in the order of 15 to 25% of 
the board. . . . Moreover, I don't think it ever occurred to me, 
or to many others, that the representatives of the poor must 
necessarily be poor themselves. [Her italics.] 

One might think this a candid and helpful state- 
ment, coming, as it happens, from an unusually attrac- 
tive and productive young political executive. But it 
was cited by Miss Rubin as a failure of imagination. 
In contrast with whom? Is a female graduate student 
in sociology at the University of California, Berkeley, 
better able to grasp the meaning of ‘‘a Negro asserting 
his manhood”? 

All this might have been innocent enough, save that 
as the 1960’s passed, signs increased that the various 
forms of public disorder either sanctioned, induced, or 
led by middle-class liberal-radicals had begun to ac- 
quire an ominous, even sinister cast in the mind of the 
public at large. At the necessary risk of oversimplifica- 
tion, it may be said that crime in the streets as a politi- 
cal issue began to assume the role that Communists 
in government had played in the 1940*s and early 
1950's. The parallels were striking: on the one hand 
an elite-proletarian axis, in which the proletarians 
played rather a passive role, or at least a largely non- 
ideological one, despite the interpretations to be read 
in the Nation or wherever. In between were the mass 
of fundamentalist citizens increasingly concerned, 
puzzled, and alarmed. The elite were in power; the 
fundamentalist mass out of power, save in institutions 
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such as the Congress, the influence of which wa$ 
largely negative. In particular, the elite controlled the 
majoii national insUtutidns, such as the State Depart- 
ment in one era arid the Department of Justice in 
the Other, contrasted with the ‘‘mass” of such 

popular institutions as the police. In each instance the 
insistence by the fundamentalists was that something 
immediate be done; the response by the 41ite was that 
root causes must be attended to first. There was ethnic 
conflict: Catholic cops vs. Jewish radicals. There was; 
regional conflict: New York and San Francisco vs. the 
Great Void, as the regions in between tend to be re- : 
garded at the extremities; the South, an ever-willing 
ally of the conspiracy hunters. There was the emer- 
gende of elite figures such as the Secretary of State 
and the Attorney General as symbols either of con- 
spiracy or acquiescence in it. There was the control 
or near control of the national media by elitist jour- 
nalists convinced that ultimate issues of liberty were 
at stake, and taking a not inconsiderable satisfaction 
in relating the ways of the Yahoos. There was the 
romanticization of the proletariat. Finally, the ambigu- 
ous role of the F.B.I., to which, mindlessly, the dlite 
in both situations turned over custody of its most seri- 
ous political problems. Deep wounds were inflicted by 
both sides as the tempo and intensity of conflict 
mounted, and community declined. 

In both eras a distinctive posture of altogether too 
many members of the intellectual-academic world was 
to reject the legitimacy Of the issue either of subversion 
or violence on grounds that those who raised it either 
were not intelligent enough to comprehend fully any 
complex issue or else had something other in mind 
than their putative concern for the public safety. The 
plain fact is that in both instances the intellectual 
group had acquired an interest in the political turmoil 
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of the moment and came very near to misusing its 
position to advance that interest. In the first period the 
intellectual-academic community seemed filled with 
persons who, in Kristol’s description, "prefer to regard 
Whittaker Chambers and Elizabeth Bendy as path- 
ological liars, and who believe that to plead the Fifth 
Amendment is the first refuge of a scholar and a gentle- 
man.^® In the second period the apologetics for vio- 
lence were not less curious. The community action 
ideology became in ways more, not less, extreme in 
the face of evident failures. Com'plete community con- 
trol, usually meaning black control, of all community- 
affecting institutions became the demand of the more 
militant whites. On the surface a reasonable enough 
position, in reality this took the form of denying the 
legitimacy of those institutions of electoral representa- 
tion that had developed over the years — indeed, the 
centuries — and which nominally did provide commu- 
nity control. Of a sudden the city councilman was not 
enough, the state assemblyman not enough, the Con- 
gressman not enough, the mayor and the governor and 
the President but tools of the power structure. Plebis- 
citary democracy, the people-in-council, became the 
seeming nonnegotiable demand of many. The institu- 
tions of representative government, imperfect as they 
may be, have the singular virtue of defining who speaks 
for the community in certain set circumstances. Thus 
the elected (black) representatives of the Harlem com- 
munity had several times ratified the construction by 
Columbia University of a gymnasium in Morningside 
Park. But the black students of the University decided 
that the assemblymen and senators, councilmen and 
borough presidents did not speak for the community, 
and that they did. This quickly enough becomes gov- 
ernment, as one observer has noted, by a process of 
private nullification, which has never been especially 
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good news for democracy. It would be absurd to blame 
the community action programs of the war on poverty 
for this reductio ad absurdum, but the legitimation of 
something called "community control,” in opposition 
to the established system of electoral representation; 
the assumption that established systems were some- 
how not meeting the needs of the people, was certainly 
much encouraged by the community action movement. 
It is altogether natural that more cdnservative citizens 
became alarmed. 

Nor is it to be wondered at that representatives of 
local government became concerned. In New York City 
the Republican John V. Lindsay had succeeded Wag- 
ner after a vigorous election campaign in which, gen- 
erally speaking, he had adopted the radical critique of 
the antipoverty program, promising more participa- 
tion, less control by City Hall. But in office, Lindsay, 
if anything, tightened control over such programs as 
he could get his hands on and evinced less and less 
enthusiasm for protesting welfare mothers and ram- 
paging teen-age antipoverty program employees. Even 
the director of MFY indicated a measure of disenchant- 
ment. Far from insisting that the cure for participation 
was more participation, Beck and others like him be- 
came revisionists of sorts. The results of the "poverty 
elections” held in such places as Philadelphia and Los 
Angeles for representation on the local community 
action agency boards had been, as Wofford allows, 
pitiful. They appear to have made an impression on 
some persons at least. Early in 1968, Bertram Beck, 
Executive Director of MFY, spoke almost bitterly on 
the subject:’® 

To me, the great sell-out of the anti-poverty program was 
the invention of these elections of community corporations. 
There is a meager amount of money available. And where does 
it end up? It ends up with groups of poor people fighting one 
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another over an inadequate, paltry sum of money that can do 
nothing. ... It looks liberal. It looks great. It looks like a for- 
ward step. I say it’s a regressive step. 

Beck said more than that: in his view "‘too much anti- 
poverty activity has been strictly agitational.” 

At this time, Lindsay proposed that community ac- 
tion agencies turn to more visible, tangible projects 
if they were to retain the confidence of the public and 
the Congress. In February 1968, he told a news con- 
ference, ‘"Community action work in the past has 
tended to be in the field of community organization. 
But this must give way to the higher priority of public 
works type activity, particularly in the area of rehabili- 
tation of physical structures.” Mitchell Ginsberg, the 
City Human Resources Administrator, and an original 
board member of MFY, put it even more bluntly: “In 
the first stages all of the emphasis of the community 
action programs was on organization, but how many 
times can you organize the same people. You have to 
organize them to do something.” Again, the flaws of 
the original antipoverty legislation were having their 
belated consequences : so much of the “hard” program 
having gone elsewhere, OEO and the community ac- 
tion programs were left with too little to do, and too 
much tendency to talk. Lindsay’s private judgment 
may have slipped out six months later when, objecting 
to a Congressional move to transfer the Head Start 
program to the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, he said, “Head Start has been one of the few 
real successes of OEO.”^^ But little came, at least in 
the short run, of his proposed redirection of commu- 
nity action. The City’s Council Against Poverty would 
have to agree, and he indicated at the time that he 
was not sure it would. Many thought it was “demean- 
ing” for the poor to work at such things as cleaning 
buildings, sidewalks, and vacant lots. Bertram Beck 
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was appalled: *1 don’t see how we can expect the 
Mayor to run a city and an antipoverty program when' 
he has such limited influence over it.” 

Thus the director of MFY was proposing powers for 
City Hall in 1968 that his predecessor had fiercely op- 
posed in 1965. A learning process is to be observed;, 
when the Johnson Administration put forth its Model 
Cities Program, it was provided that the communities 
involved would participate in the planning process, but 
strictly in association with the institutions of local gov- 
ernment. '‘Somehow it has seemed easier,” remarked 
H. Ralph Taylor, Assistant Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development in May 1967, at a time the anti- 
poverty program seemed almost lost, "to set up com- 
peting institutions than to make existing institutions 
work together more effectively.” The political execu- 
tives at HUD had no intention of letting happen to 
them what had happened to Shriver and his associates, 
and to their respective programs. Mayor Naftalin’s 
quiet counsel was finally getting through. 

The blunt reality is that sponsors of community 
action programs who expected to adopt the conflict 
strategy of Saul D. Alinsky and at the same time ex- 
pected to be the recipients of large sums of public 
money, looked for, to paraphrase Jefferson, "what never 
was, and never will be ” Alinsky emerges from the 
1960’s a man of enhanced stature. His influence on the 
formulation of the antipoverty program and its prede- 
cessors was not great. Indeed it was negligible, in that 
a primary motive of these efforts was to give things to 
the poor that they did not have. Alinsky’s law, laid 
down in Reveille for Radicals, which appeared in 
1946,^® was that in the process of social change there 
is no such thing as give, only take. True or not, by the 
time the community action programs began to be 
funded, he had behind him some three decades of 
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organizing poor or marginal neighborhoods (white as 
well as black) and in every instance this process had 
taken the form of inducing conflict and fighting for 
power. Was there not something to be learned here? 
Could it be that this is somehow the normal evolution 
once such an effort is begun? Was it not possible, for 
example, that MFY had to move towards disruption if 
those in charge of the program were to elicit any re- 
sponse from the neighborhood, and in that way acquire 
some feeling that they were having an impact? Alin- 
sky’s view was nothing if not explicit and public : social 
stability is a condition reached through negotiated 
compromise between power organizations. (His origins, 
of course, are in the trade union movement, specifi- 
cally the United Mine Workers.) The problem of the 
poor is not only that they lack money, but that they 
lack power. This means they have no way of threaten- 
ing the status quo, and therefore that there can be no 
social change until this organizational condition is 
changed. Organization first; antipoverty program sec- 
ond. Early in the life of the Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity, Alinsky was willing to contemplate that Federal 
funds, bypassing City Hall and channeled directly to 
indigenous organizations, might be used to bring such 
organizations into being. But his own experience and 
practice belied any such possibility. Throughout his 
career he had begun his organizing campaigns with 
cash in hand, completely independent of the power 
structure with which he wished to bargain. His entire 
analysis of the process of social change argued that 
official community action programs would soon fall 
under the direction of City Hall, as indeed they did. 

Just as importantly, Alinsky (a "professional rad- 
ical”) posed a serious challenge to the concept of pro- 
fessionalism in reform. Speaking early in 1965, he 
used the analogy of the Foreign Aid program that had 
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followed World War II, Why had the United States 
undertaken the program? From some moral principle? 
Nonsense. Foreign aid was begun because the Rus- 
sians threatened. Precisely the same dynamics, he 
argued, would determine^ t^ of the then 

barely begun war on poverty: *‘under present circum- 
stances a poverty program based on a moral dynamism 
is not going to carry the thrust which comes from the 
threat” of an organized poor. The whole affair, he 
declared, was ''political pornography,” the first war 
ever launched on a balanced budget. He did not expect 
it would last long:’® 

Unless there are drastic changes in direction, rationale and 
administration, the anti-poverty program may Well become 
the worst political blunder and boomerang of the present 
administration. If ever a program demanded an aggressive, 
partisan, unafraid of-controversy administration it is the anti- 
poverty program. It must be a program which contends that 
poverty involyes poverty of power as well as poverty of 
economy. 

Whether or not his analysis was correct, his prognosis 
was pear to perfect. It ought to have been attended to, 
but was not. One reason for this was the absence of 
persons within the administration attuned to such 
modes of thought, capable of a^ their validity, 
at very least, alert to the possibility that what such a 
man says might just be so. 

The long-run effectiveness of Alinsky's organizing 
programs remains to be documented: the long-run has 
not yet occurred. But in the near-term, none can fault 
his insistence that social radicalisni is not a civil serv- 
ice calling. Would it not, then, have been wiser for the 
antipoverty program to direct its efforts to the creation, 
for example, of trade union organizations in minority 
groups, using the contracting powers of the govern- 
rhoht Md the protective sanctions of the National 
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Labor Relations Board to create units of economic and 
political power, which, once established, would there- 
after have an independent life of their own? Was it 
that trade unionism had lost its glamor for the youth 
of the upper middle class who flocked to Shriver’s OEO 
in the heady months of 1964 and 1965? 

Similarly, would it not have been wise to seek ways 
to support and expand the activities of the small fun- 
damentalist churches of the Negro community and the 
Pentacostal sects of the Puerto Ricans? Are these not 
the single incontrovertibly indigenous and independent 
institutions created by these minority slum dwellers 
in the present age? And are they not singularly vigor- 
ous and tough in the capacity to survive and to grow? 
Do they not really reflect the energies and personal 
styles of the poor? Or was it that hymn-shouting and 
bible-thumping somehow does not elicit in the fancies 
of the white radical quite the same fascination as does 
the black demi-monde? Difficult questions to answer, 
but ones appropriate to the calling and method of 
social science. 

In sum, it must be insisted that the opportunity 
theory behind Mobilization for Youth is and was no 
more than that. Evidence to support it exists, but noth- 
ing like final agreement. To the contrary the theory of 
participation as therapy is much disputed. Bernard J. 
Frieden and Robert Morris write, in the context of the 
general problem of alienation : 

Least convincing have been those analyses which have as- 
serted that the fact of participation by the poor, in itself, will 
significantly alter the conditions deplored, as for example the 
belief that civic participation in itself leads to a reduction in 
deviant behavior. 

The failure of the social scientists, the foundation 
executives, the government officials lay in not accept- 
ing — not insisting upon — the theoretical nature of 
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their proposition. As a matter for speculation, even for 
experiment, various forms of government-sponsored 
community action had much to commend themselves.^ 
The problems of community were properly a matter of 
concern at this time. But to proceed as if that which 
only might be so, in fact was so, was to misuse social 
science. It is the necessary condition of politics that 
action be based on insufficient knowledge. That is the 
responsibility of persons who get themselves elected as 
representatives of the people. They are expected, re- 
quired, to act as if they know more than they do. 
Regularly they pay the price for turning out to have; 
been wrong. Life in American politics is singularly sol- 
itary, nasty, brutish, and short — the exceptions only 
contrast with the generality — and those who with 
Hobbes would seek a -quiet corner” from which to 
observe it all, must deny themselves some of the ex- 
citements of the fray, or else not complain when 
bashed. One of the least attractive qualities of some of 
the early middle class practitioners of conflict-oriented 
community action was the tendency to cry "Foul” when 
the animal defended itself. Chazen, certainly a sym- 
pathetic commentator, writes : 

The theoreticians were often unprepared for the enemies 
they acquired when their opinions of the public aid bureaucracy 
moved out of the professional journals and on to the picket 
signs. For an experienced labor or civil rights organizer there 
would be nothing unsettling about the political entanglements 
of militant social action. But social action enthusiasts came 
from an entirely dilferent organizing tradition. Many of them 
arrived at their current welfare theories while organizing 
teenagers for juvenile delinquency projects which enjoyed the 
cooperation of city authorities. This preparation was not ade- 
quate for the political problems the social action theoreticians 
eucouiitered when they obtained older constituencies in places 
like New York’s Lower East Side. 

Yet even he refers to Screvane as "Mobilization’s exe- 
cutioner.” 
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It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that in all these 
goings on social science was being misused. Profes- 
sional persons were too willing by half to see public 
funds, and tax-free private funds, employed on a vast 
scale to further what was in effect a political agenda 
of a fairly small group of Intellectuals. At just that 
time when their colleagues, and students, were raising 
the utmost rumpus about the intrusion of Federal 
money, and therefore influence into universities via 
national security and space programs, these professors 
were enthusiastically pressing for ever more public 
money to be expended in urban and rural neighbor- 
hoods in such a way as to change the political and 
social attitudes of the residents thereof. The precedent 
in either case is a questionable one. The next President 
of the United States as I write, will not be Lyndon 
Johnson. It could be George C. Wallace. How much 
public money would American liberals be willing to 
see President Wallace expend for the purpose of in- 
creasing the participation in public affairs of those 
elements in the population he regards as simultane- 
ously deprived and underorganized? But this is an 
obvious point and need not be pressed, save to note 
that what is involved, in a word, is integrity. And 
common sense. If a populist, illiberal conservatism 
began swelling to ominous proportions in the late 
1960’s, the middle-class advocates of expressive vio- 
lence and creative turmoil had something to answer 
for. Indeed it is directly to them, the professors and 
“pseudointellectuals,” that Governor Wallace and others 
like him, addressed their critique of the power struc- 
ture, and their challenge to the forms of civility and 
social stability that liberal academic America had seem- 
ingly thought so secure as not to need defending. 

What then is to be said of the role of social science 
in social policy? Not, that is, of social scientists: a 
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teeming and irrepressible group, they will be on hand 
proferring proposals for universal improvement doubt- 
less for all time to come. And no bad thing. But this 
they do in their capacity as citizens, as interested, 
sentient beings. But is there something called social 
science, a body of knowledge, a methodology that men 
of quite disparate politics and temperaments will none- 
theless agree upon, that can contribute to the formu- 
lation of public policy? I will propose that the answer 
is a limited but emphatic Yes. 

I have sought to argue, by illustration, that social 
science is at its weakest, at its worst, when it offers 
theories of individual or collective behavior which 
raise the possibility, by controlling certain inputs, of 
bringing about mass behavioral change. No such 
knowledge now exists. Evidence is fragmented, con- 
tradictory, incomplete. Enough snake oil has been sold 
in this Republic to warrant the expectation that public 
officials will begin reading labels. This precaution, if 
growing, is nonetheless far from un^ late 

lQ6d*s the circles in New York that a decade earlier 
had conceived community action as a cure for delin- 
quency, came forward with the notion that a slightly 
different form would cure educational retardation on 
the part of minority group public school children. 
Community control might improve the school per- 
formance of slum children. It might not. No one knows. 
It might have other effects that are quite desirable, or 
undesirable. It is a perfectly reasonable proposal to try 
out. But at this point in time it is almost unforgivable 
that it should be put forth as a '"proven” remedy for 
anything. About the only forecast that could have 
been made with any confidence would have been that 
the effort to impose community control would lead to 
a high level of community conflict, which in New York 
City it has been doing, and which will presumably be 
the case elsewhere. 
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This does suggest one area of social science useful- 
ness. For while the reforming spirit is very much abroad 
in such circles, so also is the critical spirit, often cre- 
atively present in the same individual. Government, 
especially liberal government, that would attempt many 
things very much needs the discipline of skeptical and 
complex intelligence repeatedly inquiring “What do 
you mean?” and “How do you know?” The expectations 
of such government needs to be controlled by insights 
such as Nisbet’s on the unlikelihood of final social 
peace : -- 

The quest for community will not be denied, for it springs 
from some of the powerful needs of human nature — needs for 
a clear sense of cultural purpose, membership, status, and con- 
tinuity. Without these, no amount of mere material welfare 
will serve to arrest the developing sense of alienation in our 
society and the mounting preoccupation with the imperatives 
of community. To appeal to technological progress is futile. 
For what we discover is that rising standards of living, to- 
gether with increases in leisure, actually intensify the disqui- 
etude and frustration that arise when cherished and proffered 
goals are without available means of fulfillment. “Secular im- 
provement that is taken for granted,*' wrote Joseph Schum- 
peter, “and coupled with individual insecurity that is acutely 
resented is of course the best recipe for breeding social un- 
rest.” 

This will seem to some a formula for immobilism, but 
it is nothing of the sort. The two national political fig- 
ures of the 1960’s closest to the style and content of 
this tradition in social science thought have been 
John F. Kennedy and Eugene McCarthy. Both excep- 
tionally creative innovators in politics. But both men 
whose minds were touched by a certain sadness at 
having perceived the complexity and difficulty of it all: 
both men for whom the achievement of limited goals 
lacked nothing in glory, as they knew all too well how 
problematic even that would be. Arthur M. Schlesinger, 
Jr., captured this quality with respect to Kennedy’s 
seeming caution and seeming reluctance to move when 
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all about him hot young blood demanded frontal as- 
saults in all directions:-® 

I believe today that its basic source may have been an acute 
and anguished sense of the fragility of the membranes of ^ 
civilization, stretched so thin over a nation so disparate in its 
composition, so tense in its interior relationships, so cunningly 
enmeshed in underground fears and antagonisms, so exi- 
trapped by history in the ethos of violence. . . . His hope was 
that it might be possible to keep the country and the world 
moving fast enough to prevent unreason from rending the 
skin of civility. But he had peered into the abyss and knew 
the potentiality of chaos. 

The great failing of the Johnson administration was 
that an Immense oppaftunity to institute more or less 
permanent social changes — a fixed full employment 
program, a measure of income maintenance- — was lost 
while energies were expended in ways that very prob- 
ably hastened the end of the brief period when such 
options were open, that is to say the three years from 
the assassination of Kennedy to the election of the 
Ninety-first Congress. In a sense, the repeated mes- 
sage of contemporary social science is that of the 
scarcity of social opportunity, rather as in earlier 
ages the scarcity of resources preoccupied the thoughts 
of economists. The consequence of such a sensibility 
is not so much great caution, as great care. Those who 
govern will do well to provide access for persons with 
such sensibilities: their views will commonly prove 
highly convergent with and congenial to the pragmatic 
liberal politicar mind that continues to provide much 
that is most to be valued in the American polity. 

But this is a matter, primarily, of advice and coun- 
sel. What institutional role may the social sciences 
expect to play in public affairs. The answer seems 
clear enough. The role of social science lies not in the 
formulation of social policy, but in the measurement 
of its results. 

The great questions of government have to dp not 
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with what will work, but what does work. The best of 
behavioral sciences would in truth be of no very great 
utility in a genuine political democracy, where one 
opinion is as good as another, and where public policies 
emerging for legislative-executive collaboration will 
constantly move in one direction, then another, follow- 
ing such whim, fashion, or pressure that seems upper- 
most at the moment. What government and the public 
most need to know in the aftermath of this process is 
whether there was anything to show for the effort, and 
if so, what. Causal insights of the kind that can lead 
to the prediction of events are interesting, absorbing, 
but they are hardly necessary to the management of a 
large, open political system. All that is needed is a 
rough, but hopefully constantly refined, set of under- 
standings as to what is associated with what. A good^ 
deal of medicine is no more than this, yet people are 
healthier as a result, and so might be the consequence 
for the body politic. 

Perhaps the foremost example of this function to 
appear in the 1960’s was the report on Equality of\ 
Educational Opportunity, known for its principal au- 
thor James S. Coleman, which was issued by the U.S. 
Office of Education in 1966. Commissioned by Sec- 
tion 402 of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, the study 
began with a clear and untroubled understanding as 
to what the world was like. The U.S. Commissioner of 
Education was instructed within two years to report to 
the President and Congress “concerning the lack of 
availability of equal educational opportunities for in- 
dividuals by reason of race, color, region, or national 
origin in public educational institutions.” (My italics.) 


Two years later the second largest social science re- 
search project in history was released, almost furtively, 
by the Office of Education. The things “everybody 
knew” about education appeared from the massive col- 
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lection of data— not to be so! School facilities were not 
especially unequal as between the races, and where 
differences did exist they were not necessarily in the 
presumed direction. In any event it did not appear that 
school facilities had any great influence on educational 
acliievement, which seemed mostly to derive from the; 
family background of the child and the social class of 
his schoolmates. The whole rationale of American pub- 
lic education came very near to crashing down, and 
would have done so had there not been a seemingly 
general agreement to act as if the report had not 
occurred. But it had, and public education will not now 
be the same. The relations between resource input and 
educational output, which all school systems, all legis- 
latures, all executives have accepted as given, appear 
not to be given at all. At very least what has heretofore 
been taken for granted must henceforth be proved. 
Without in any way purporting to tell mothers, school 
teachers, school board superintendents what ivill 
change educational outcomes, social science has raised 
profoundly important questions as to what does not. 

This hardly precludes experimentation. On the con- 
trary, as techniques of evaluation evolve, outright 
laboratory-type investigations of social issues are likely 
to become more frequent, and certainly more useful. 
In 1967, for example, the Office of JEconomic Oppor- 
tunity entered a $4 million contract with the Institute 
for Research on Poverty of the University of Wisconsin 
to carry out an experimental study of the effects of a 
negative income tax on one thousand low-income, in- 
tact, urban families in New Jersey, to extend over a 
period of fifty months. A generation ago such an under- 
taking would have seemed strange, if not outrageous. 
But the OEO announcement was accepted without ap- 
parent comment, perhaps especially owing to the pro- 
fessional reputations of the social scientists who 
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would be engaged on the project. Quietly a new style 
in social innovation is emerging. The negative income 
tax project can be thought of in ways as a second gen- 
eration of the PCJD ^'experiments.” Much more money 
is available, more time, more expertise, or at all events 
more economists. In the judgment of Norton E. Long, 
who has looked into the matter, there would not appear 
to be much else to show for the delinquency programs. 
"The conduct of valid social science in hot policy 
areas,” he writes, "is probably one of our society’s 
prime needs.” It did not come out of the PCJD, but 
OEO, that followed and continued the effort, and in 
terms that Norton would approve : 


The recommendation that would seem to follow from analy- 
sis of the materials is the necessity of separating research 
from the political action of innovation. The demonstration 
needs to be recognized as an attempt to influence which can- 
not be studied by those engaged in it, whose needs must be 
threatened by objective evaluation. 

The circumstance of a University of Wisconsin team 
working in New Jersey would at least in part meet 
these terms. Similarly, OEO has engaged professional 
research organizations to evaluate^ some of its work, 
and these results have been of value. Thus a study of 
nine CAP’s conducted in the winter of 1966-67 by 
Daniel Yankelovich, Inc., showed quite positive re- 
sults for those individuals actually reached by the 
programs : 

The large majority of the poor reached by CAA programs re- 
port significant changes in their own and their children’s 
lives as a result of their participation. For their children, they 
report improvements both in school and at home. For them- 
selves, they report a mix of tangible and intangible benefits 
including new jobs, special training, more earnings, educa- 
tion, stretching available dollars further, improvement of 
neighborhoods, and increased hope, self-respect and confidence 
in the future (mixed with an intense impatience especially on 
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the part of the Negro families to share in the affluence they see 
in the rest of the society. 

A measure of reality testing would seem in order hefe^ 
were the **reported” improvements, for example, observ- 
able to others besides those who reported them? jEyei| 
so, the Yankelovich survey would suggest that cont- 
munity action agencies can produce results even if 
such do not always add up to social revolution, A shn^ 
ilar set of enquiries might well be directed to the con- 
sequences of the abrupt discontinuation of efforts SO 
hopefully begun. Was it the case, for example, that 
much of the discontent evident in Negro communities 
in the summer of 1967 was stirred by community 
action workers who either had been or were threatened 
with being declassed by cutbacks in the program? 

Corresponding to the development of experimental 
technique in social innovation is the far more signifi- 
1 cant, if directly related, emergence of ‘^social measure- 
ment,” to use the term of John R. Meyer, as an area of 
j special interest to social scientists, and in particular 

j economists. On assuming direction of the National 

I Bureau of Economic Research in 1968 Meyer reported- 

the wide interest of his associates that "the Bureau in;: 
the 1970’s should do for social statistics what it did 
; for economic statistics in the 1930's.”-® With a sus-; 

I tained annual growth rate of 4 to 5 per cent in real 

r national product seemingly increasingly feasible— -that 

itself a tribute to the work of the Bureau— he asked 
whether it was not now time 

methodology of modern economics to the analysis of 
social problems. “For example, have we come to a time 
when it makes sense to systematically document the 
status and changes in the status of the American 
;| . Negro?” 

: Very much as the national government began coru- 

piling economic statistics that were to make economic 
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planning feasible years before such planning became 
politically acceptable, the Federal establishment has 
for some time been expanding the collection of the 
raw social data to which Meyer proposes the new 
methodologies be directed. The Bureau of the Census, 
one of the truly noble institutions of the Federal gov- 
ernment, has quietly been transforming its decennial 
survey into a continuous measurement process. Much 
room remains for improvement. (In 1960, some 10 per 
cent of the nonwhite population was missed, with pro- 
portions twice that and more among young adult 
males.) But there are not many mysteries left as to 
how to conduct an adequate census, and with more 
support the Bureau will be able to do just that. The 
truth of John Kenneth Galbraith’s observation re- 
mains; statisticians are key actors in the process of 
social change, for it is often only when it becomes 
possible to measure a problem that it also becomes 
possible to arouse any political interest in solving it. 
For all its attentuated mandate, the provision of the 
Employment Act of 1946 committing the American 
national government *‘to promote maximum employ- 
ment, production, and purchasing power” brought 
about the years of analysis that in turn led to the 
singularly successful political economy of the 1960’s. 
With more foresight, might not a commitment to 
"maximum feasible participation” lead to a similar 
process of measurement and feedback? Something 
very like this has been proposed by Bertram M. Gross 
who was associated with the establishment of the 
Council of Economic Advisors, as was provided by the 
Employment Act. Responding to these initiatives, Sena- 
tor Walter Mondale of Minnesota in 1967 introduced 
legislation, the Full Opportunity and Social Accounting 
Act of 1967, providing for the establishment of a Coun- 
cil of Social Advisors who would perform for the 
President, and the nation generally, the counterpart 
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of the economists’ role. Others have proposed that a 
social scientist be substituted for one of the three 
ecoiidinists on the present council. The concept of a 
social report of »the President, to parallel the economic 
report, has been widely discussed, and a group under 
the leadership of Daniel Bell began work on a proto- 
type. In 1966 Raymond A. Bauer and a group at the 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences published 
a group of papers under the heading Social Indicators 
which marked the beginning of systemic inquiry into 
the issue. 

The potential of these proposals is easily underesti- 
mated, as are the dangers implicit in some of the 
present trends in social measurement. The demands 
of rational resource allocation, so compelling on SO 
many grounds, have already led to an extensive de- 
velopment of “social measurement” techniques in the 
executive branches of American government, especi- 
ally the Federal government. This very largely is what 
the renowned, if somewhat over-touted Program Plan- 
ning Budgeting System (PPBS) represents, a system 
largely developed in the Defense establishment and 
under Johnson cqloniized th^^ the Federal es- 
tablishment. iShouid this trend continue, and it will, 
the result will be a considerable exacerbation of a 
situation already to be observed, namely, a pronounced 
and growing imbalance between the “knowledge” as 
to what works and what does not, what is needed and 
what is not, available to the executive branch of gov- 
ernment, as against the legislature. In hearings before 
the Subcommittee on Executive Reorganization of the 
U. S, Senate Committee on Government Operations 
in December 1966, I had occasion to comment on 
this development in terms that seem relevant here; 

There is nothing sinister about this state of affairs. Serious 
evaluation research is only Just approaching the state of a de- 
veloped, as against an experimental, technique. Inevitably it 
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has been sponsored in the first instance by executive depart- 
ments. However, precisely because the findings of such re- 
search are not neutral, it would be dangerous to permit this 
imbalance to persist. Too often, the executive is exposed to the 
temptation to release only those findings that suit its purposes; 
there is no one to keep them honest. Similarly, universities and 
other private groups which often undertake such research on 
contract are in some measure subject to constant, if subtle, 
pressure to produce “positive’* findings. The simple fact is that 
a new source of knowledge is coming into being; while it is 
as yet an imperfect technique, it is likely to improve; and if 
it comes to be accepted as a standard element in public dis- 
course it is likely to raise considerably the level of that dis- 
course. This source of knowledge should not remain an execu- 
tive monopoly. 

What is to be done? I would offer a simple analogy. In the 
time this nation was founded, the principal form in which 
knowledge was recorded and preserved was in printed books, 
and accordingly in 1800 Congress established the Library of 
Congress as a source of information. Over the next century, 
techniques of accounting and budgeting developed very 
rapidly, and in 1921 Congress established the General Account- 
ing Office to keep track of federal expenditures. I would like 
to suggest that Congress should now establish an Office of 
Legislative Evaluation in the GAO which would have the task 
of systematically reviewing the program evaluations and 
“PPBS” judgments made by executive departments. This office 
would be staffed by professional social scientists. On occasion 
they would undertake on their own to assess a Federal pro- 
gram, jut as on occasion the GAO does an audit of its own; 
but in general their task would be to “evaluate the evaluators” 
and in this way both maintain and improve the quality of the 
regular ongoing work of the executive departments in this 
field, and also routinely make these findings available to the 
Congress. It should not be expected that their findings will be 
dramatic or that they will put an end to argument — just the 
contrary is likely to occur. But the long-run effect could be 
immensely useful, if only because Congress would have some 
clearer idea than it now has as to what it is doing. 

Some will feel that the very existence and distribution of 
knowledge of this kind is a threat to continued experiment and 
innovation. I disagree. I would argue, for example, that the 
General Accountmg Office has in its 45 years of activity raised 
the level of financial honesty in the programs of the Federal 
government to the point that it is no longer even a remote 
obstacle to federal legislation. Federal money may get wasted, 
but it rarely gets stolen. The American people know this, and 
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I am petsuaded that it profoundly affects their willingness to 
pay taxes for the support of federal programs. I believe furthey 
that if we began to be as careful and as open about assessing 
the results of social programs as we are in ensuring the per- 
sonal honesty of those involved with running them, we might 
begin to see a more enduring willingness to keep trying— aS 
well, perhaps, as a welcome reluctance by cabinet officers to 
"oversell” their program to begin with. 

We have set ourselves goals that are, in some ways, tinique 
in history: not only to abolish poverty and ignorance, but alsq 
to become the first genuinely multi-racial and, we hope, in 
the end non-racial democracy the world has seen. I believe that 
in moving toward these goals, and in seeking to change the 
present reality, an unflinching insistence on fact will be a 
major asset-^ 

And there is i beyond objectivity. The “move- 
ment of the social system into self-consciousness” has 
been accompanied by increasingly sophisticated efforts^ 
to shape and direct that system. Increasingly social 
scientists are recruited for such attempts; increasingly 
they themselves initiate them. There arises then a; 
range of questions of ethical behavior that correspond 
to the canons of professional practice with respect to 
individual clients. Social workers have developed, and 
in some caaes borrowed from other professions, a 
quite extensive set of rules governing and protecting 
professional conduct. They can for example, purchase 
insurance for suits against malpractice. But what is 
malpractice with respect to a comrnunity? At what 
point are risks taken that are not justified? In what 
way is it to be determined whether advice was incompe- 
tent or treatnient negligent? Difficult, perhaps unavail- 
ing questions. But questions withal. A generation ago 
Reinhold Niebuhr forewarned us that the major diffi- 
culty of our time would be thab of Im ethical 

standards on the behavior of large organizations, an 
effort suddenly imposed on society after three millennia 
of slowly developing standards of personal conduct. 
Rather the same challenge faces those who would 
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“engineer” social change. The problem goes beyond 
individual measures of professional competence to the 
question of the very possibility of such competence. 
Looking back it is clear, for example, that the com- 
munity action programs of the war on poverty lent 
themselves to a rise in internal domestic tensions only 
in part because of their intrinsic qualities, and far 
more because of a rise of upper middle class white 
disaffection with the direction of American society 
occurring in conjunction with an even more powerful 
surge of the civil rights movement associated with an 
inevitable, and in ways much overdue rise of militant 
black assertiveness. Had these developments been fore- 
seen it may well be that wisdom in government would 
have dictated another course for the antipoverty pro- 
gram, there having developed on its own an altogether 
sufficient potential for community activism. Prescrip- 
tions for arousing the “silent” students and inert mass 
as of the Eisenhower era, may only have exacerbated 
the tendencies of the period of the Students for a Dem- 
ocratic Society and the Black Panthers. But who was 
to know this would be the case? Exactly, It was not 
possible to know: it is not possible. Wisdom surely 
bespeaks moderation in projections of the future, and 
restraint in its promises for it. 

This is, of course, first of all a challenge for those 
who practice the most demanding calling of all, that 
of government itself. For them, Edmund Burke's con- 
ception of successive generations as possessing their 
society’s laws and customs of governance in the form 
of an entailed estate, given them for lifetime use, 
with the condition that it be passed on at least not 
diminished and hopefully enhanced, seems especially 
relevant now in the United States. The 1960’s, which 
began with such splendid promise of a new and higher 
unity for the nation, are ending in an atmosphere of 
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disunity and distrust of the most ominous quality. For 
it is not the old and weak and excluded who have been 
illused, or think themselves such. Rather it is the vi- 
brant, established, comm^ young people of the nation 
who in large numbers have learned to distrust their 
government, ^d in many ways to loathe their society. 
They are not yet in power. They will be. When that day 
comes, however moderated their views may have be- 
come, their understanding of their country will have 
been shaped by the traumas of the 1960's. Not least! 
of these shocks has been the debacle of the community 
action programs of the war on poverty: the soaring 
rhetoric, the minimum performance; the feigned con- 
stancy, the private betrayal; in the end, to their under-, 
standing, the sell-out. All this will be part of a past 
that has already shaped the future. It will then be 
asked, by some at least, how well the men who held 
office in that near to heartbreaking decade exercised 
their brief authority. 
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